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Foreword ,

Faculty development -and evaluation are areas of primary 1m -
portance to the sticcess-of all higher education institutions. In .this
research report, a survey is made of .a -variety of such programs that
are either in effect or proposed. Four faculty development pro-
grams and three faculty evaluation programs provide the focus for
this discussion. Also reviewed are current research 'findings. on stu-
dent, colleague, administrator, and self-evaluation of college teachers.
One of the issues over which opinion is divided is Whether evaluati-n
and development prograrris should be combined. It is the opinion of

e author that they should be and that -growth contracting"--
whereby individual faculty design development plan% for their pro--
fessional growthis the best approach to date. Albert B. Smith is an
associate professor of higher education in the Department of In-
structional Leadership and Support at the 'University of Florida,
College of Education, in Gainesville.

Peter P. Muirhead
Director/Higher Education

6



Contents

Overview
Concepts, Models, DefInItIons
Faculty Development 3

. Faculty Evaluation 7

Possible Commonalities Between th e oncepts of Faculty
Development and, Evaluation 14

Summary 15

Research in Faeulty Development and Evaluation
Status of Faculty Evaluation Programs 20
Research on Student Evaluations of Faculty 27
Research on Colleague, Administraor, and Self-Evaluations

of Faculty 32

Summary 35

Descriptiens of Selected Faculty Development Programs 37
A University Faculty Development Program
A College Consortium for Faculty Development 41

Statewide Program for Faculty Developinent 43
A Regiooal Consortium forFaetilty Development 46
Descriptions of Selected StOdent and Faculty Evaluation

Programs 50
A.Student Evaluation System 50
A'Cotiiiitiiiihy-G011egeEieiaty Evaluation Prngea___ 53

A National Center's Faculty Evaluation Program 57
Growth Contracting 60
Giowth Contracting at Gordon Coliege

-Conclusions 68
Additional Resear h Problems and QUestions 68
A 'Proposal 70
Bibilography



Tables

1. Alternative Conceptions of Instructional Improvement. 4

2. Determining Overall-Performance Rating, 11
3. Current Status and Potential Future of Instructional

bnprovement 18

4. Sources and Selected Uses of Information for Faculty Evaluation,
All Reporting Institutions 23

5. [-tests of Differences in Percentages of Response to Criteria
Identified by Academ ic Deans as "Muujor Factors" in Evaluating
Overall Faculty Performance as Rcporte'd in the Astin and Lee
(1966) Study and the Current Study (1973) 25

6. SPD Expenditures by PPBS Program Area Served Most, 1974-75 45

7. Item Selection Procedures for Three Forms of Participation in
Cafeteria 52



Overview

It is unusual for the topics of faculty development and faculty
evaluation to appear together in one publication. Usually these
topics are discussed separately in books, book chapters, monographs,
or papers. This practice may have led to the belief that these two
topics have little relationship to one another? It may also have caused
some college administrators and faculty members to take the position
that faculty development and faculty evaluation should be ad-
ministered as separate programs. The position taken in this paper is
that such a distinction is not altogether valid given what we know
from the literature and reSeartli. -es:ant-Ole, the literature ye-
viewed here clearly shows that these two programs in most cases
share a common goal, i.e., the improvement of college teaching, as
well as many of the same programming elements, policies, and pro-
cedures. This finding alone adds strong support for the practice of
combining faculty development and evaluation into one program.

The current status of faculty development and evaluation pro-
grams in the United States is not well known..This research review
attempts to correct that situation. It will focus on the extent to which
currently proposed models of faculty development and evaluation
have been implemented in higher,education. It will also review some
of the current research on student, colleague, administrator, and self-
evaluation of college teachers.

Other sections of the paper describe four faculty development and
three faculty, evaluation programs. The four faculty development
programs are: (1) Syracuse University's ,Center for Instructional De-
velopment; (2) the Great Lakes Colleges AssoCiation's (GLCA) Con-
sortial Experiment in Faculty Development; (3) Florida's Community
College Staff and Program Development (SPb) Project; and (4)

Kansas City Regional Council for Higher Education's (KCRHE)
Center for P7ofessiOnal Development. The three faculty evaluation
programs are: (1) Purdue University's -Cafeteria" System for Course
and Instructor Evaluation; (2) Burlington County College's Evalua-
tion, Reviews, and Appeals Procedure; and (3) Kansas State Uni-
versity's Center for Faculty Evaluation and Development in Higher ,

Education. The descriptions of these programs should provide the
reader with an understanding of the dynamic nature of current fac-
ulty development and evaluation programs.
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The final section describes, growth contracting as it has been pro-
posed at Gordon College in. Wenham, Massachusetts. This type of
program attempts to combine the two concepts of facuity develop-
ment and evaluation.

2
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Ooncepts, Models, and DefiniWs

Faculty development and evaluat'.in share a common character-
istic, i.e., they have both been subjecccd to varyihg interpretations in
ur colleges and universities. However, in recent years some con-

. sensus as to the meaning of the terms is developing. This .section
provides some of the more widely used definitions of these terms,
describes some proposed faculty development and evaluation Models,

:and discusse some elements these models have in common.

Faculty Develop cnt
New pressures on colleges and universities in the form of stabilizing

enrollment patterns, limited or declining financial resources, collective
bargaining, and requests for increased accountability have resulted in
the reexamination of traditional concepts of faculty development.
This has lead to a broader definition of the term. Prior to the 1970's,
faculty development activities included such programs as sabbatical
leaves, faculty orientation sessions, travel _to professional conferences
or similar events, participation in faculty workshops, and research
support. Thus, the most active professional development programs of
the past were those designed to help professors upgrade anti update
knowledge of their academie specialties. These traditional cOncepts of
faculty renewal have been called into question and' new concepts
have emerged.

One of the best research reports on new faculty development con-
cepts and programs is Jerry Gaff's (1975a) book, Toward Faculty
Renewal, Gaff surveyed the directors of t approx.:I-lately 200 in-

.
structional development or tea-ching improvement centers in an it-
tempt to identify new trends in the area of faculty development.
Fifty-five directors from these ,c,enters completed a questionnaire mbout,
tlie operation of their programs. Gaff found three different but,re-
lated approaches to improving instruction in higher educadon, which
he ideraifie's -asas faculti,==developmenCL_ansi methanol develop-
ment," and -organizational development.- According to Gaff, each
of these approaches, tCnds to focus on -different areas, strives after
different goals, draws from different intellectual traditions, and in-
volves different activities. 'The essential chin'acteristics of each ap-
proach are summarized in Table 1.

1



Tab It 1 Alternative ConcePtions of Instructional hnProvernent

NUE

PEW

Illtelkaual

base:

InS1riletiOn1 (44,1111101W

Faculty Development Development Development

Nulty members Courtid Or turriClila Organiration

Promote : faculty growtli J1p Improve student lear,Ong; prepare Create eft5iVe ovironment .for
facnIty.members acquire knowledge, learning interials; redesign courses; teaching --nd, loping; improve

teclmiques rnake kistruction systematic, inter Antal Teliionships; enhance'T
related to teaching, arid learning;

tea functioning; create policies

Fi at suppOrt effective (cubing 3nd

learning,

Clinical, developmental; and social EducaRon, eiOrnil media and Organizational theory, ,..organiza

Psychology', psycitiatr; learning theory, sys_tems kip] change; group plums;
tion,. theory;

Seminars, workshog teaching Projects to firoduce new learning Workshops' for group.,Ahders or

evaluation, Intel* or redesign:courses; work teamienibers, action'tesurch'with

shops or writingibjectives, evalnat iuk pug task forces to revise

.."'organioional.,ing stutienti,,
r.,.

Source: 'Caff,;, G, Toward hay Renpai, San Frandsco: Josiey Bass, Inc..1916 p, 9, Reprinted by Permission,



aiF points out that while thc approaches 'outlined in Table I are
conceptually,distinct,_one should not overestimate the ektent of con-
ceptual purity found in operational programs. Many variations in the
application, of the appiPaches depicted in Table I we're found by
Gaff in his research. This point is particularly appropriate in light of
a recent report on _11 "faculty development centers" in southern uni-
versales (Crow, Milton, Moomaw, and O'Connell, 1976). The editors
f this report fdind'that thege 11 centers had the same common pur-

.-. .

_
:-pose, 1.e.,,"improving in-Structional effectiveness." However, they also

. found that the centers could- be placed into three different_general
,-

categories and described ;n the following fashion:
.;.

Five of the 11 centers concentrated ork working directly with faculty on
instruiiional development by proVitling them information ahd opportuni-

for learning about new approaches, and individual coniultation and
evaluition.
Four _of the ,11 centers provide comprehensive instructional resources, . .,

-:- Wolcenters' concentrate, on comprehensive faculty develoPment combining--
several aspects of the Models deseribed in Part I. . . (pp 56-57.

While tifese:categories are very similar to Gaff's, there is enough
difference between them to suggest that we have not yet found-a con
rnip set pf concepts for categorizing faculty development programs

.or the- subcomponents of such programs.
Bergquist and Phillips (1975b) li16vc-depicred three models that they

describe aS possible components of a -faculty development program:
instructional development, organizational development, and per-
sonal development-. They sugg6t the following ,,erganization of
activities in thir compreengive development model:--,

. Instructional DeVelopmen
A. Evaluation
B. Diagnosis
C. Training: Traditional MLth9di
,D. Training: New -11fed1odS 'fand,:Technologies'
E. Curricular

II. Organizational. DATIopment
A. Team.Building
B. Decision-Making
C. Problem-Solving
D. Managerial Development

Personal Dbyelopment
A. Discussions about Teaching.

-career ..aurtaife Planning
C..InierpersiMal Tiaining
D.. Pei-lona( PrOwth -
'E. Theiapetitic and Supportive Coui ling. (p. 258)

'\



One can see that this model differs-from Gaff's conceptual frame-
work, Instead of using the term faculty development, 13ergonist and
Phillips use "personal development" to describe development pro-
grams that focus on faculty growth. The Bet-ionise and Phillips
model, however, is still in a state of development itself. In another
discussion of this model, the authors used the same three major
components but changed the subcomponents (1975a, p. 183).

There aro Many faculty development models being proposed today.
Ralph (1973), for example, provided a .new definition of faculty de-
velopment in terms of: (1) the complexity of the professor's per-
sonality and thought, and (2) the professor's-ability to help students
develop themselves. He described and researched a scheme of five
:stages of faculty development. This is one of the new models ,for which
there has_beeti an attempt at research validation. Richardson (1975)-,
has taken a somewhat different view of faculty development, maintain-
ing that college administrators need to understand staff development
as an integral part of the total process of organizational developMent.
He has outlined a six-stage model that includes -the following steps:
(1) individuaLand small_group learning experiences, (2) learning ex-
periences applied on the job, (3) irialysis-and-revision_ of adrninistra--
tivg and governance structure, (4) establishing pals and prioritiei 'for _
the institution,_(5)_ goals for individuals and goal attainment, and
(6) evaluation and feedback. Richardson believes that the failure of
colleges to understand and coordinate these six stages aS components

total process will lead to 'ineffective staff deyelopment as Well as

to a process of institutibrial understandjneOf the cycle
of organizational development is seen _id- his model '-as'a ,useful and
perhaps first ste,p in designing effective ,staff development projects.
Finally, Toombs (1975) has stated that planning for faculty develop-

ment shoukl be programmatic and encompass a large framework of

ideas, issues, and practices. Hq has proposed a three-dimensional
model for faculty development that _contains the following com-
ponents: the professional, tile curricular, and the institutional.

With the many models and new terms that are_pmerging in the
area of faculty development, it is obvious that some standard, Well
defined terminology is needed. The terin "faculty development" was
selertecl for this publication-(1) because of the need -for some mean-
ingful descriptive label to designate the movement under Which all
the instructional improvement, activities in higher education 'may be
subsumed, and (2) because it has also become one of the most often
nsed labels in- books, periodicals, and at professional meetings. Al-
though Gaff (1975a) tlOes nOt use the concept "faculty development"
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as an all-encompassing one for instructional improvement activities,
it is this writer's opinion that this term is best used in that fashion.

The major faculty development concepts _employed in this paper
will be those identified and defined by Gaff, with one exception. The
subcomponent labeled "faculty development" in Gaff's model will be
viewed'here as a personal development dimension. The term "per-
sonal development," which is found in the .Bergcniist and Phillips
conceptual scheme, appears to be the better term for describing pro-
fessional _development activities that focus on the faculty members
themselves. Gaff's (1975a, 1975b) definitions of these terms are as
follows:

1. Instructiqnal Development programs focus on how the conditions of
learning arc -designed, particularly as these relate to courses. Such pro-
grams strive to improve student.learning by such means as preparMg learn-
ing materials, redesigning courses, and making instruction systematic..

2. Faculty Development [Personal 'Development] programs foeus on the
faculty members themselves rather-than on the courses they teach. Such'
programs strive t6 promote faculty grOwth by helpirii faculty members to
acquire knowledge, skills, r.ensitivicy, and techniques related to teaching g

--and learning. Areas of emphasis would include knowledge abinit higher
. education, feedback about their own teaching behavior, teachers' affective

develoPment, and awareness of other disciplines and the community: ,

3. Organizational Development programs focus on the organization within.

faculty,students,,and administrators work. This approach strives .

to develop policies that support teaching iiiiiiiiii-eirient-and-to-create-an___
effective environment for teaching and learning by improving interpersonal
relationships and enhancing team functioning. (Grow et-al, 1976, P- 5)

.Later in this paper it will be shown how these three concePts and
definitions have been incorporated dnto faculty develoPment_programs
at the university, four-year college, state, and regional levels.

Faculty Evaluation
Logan Wilson, fOrmer president of the University of Texas, wrote

over 30 years ago in The Academic Man: "Indeed, it is no exaggéia-
Lion to say that the most critical problem confronted in the social
organization of _any university is the proper evaluation of faculty
services, and giving due recognition through the impartial assign-
ment of status- (1942, p. 112). Mare recently, L. Richard Meeth, di-
rector of the Change Magazine National Project on Undergraduate
Teaching, has stated that:

Systematic, comprehensive, and valid evalttation of teaching has been an
educationhl problem for many years. It coh(inues to evade educators, al-
though -mast administrators and legislators detire it as a meaningful way

1



to deterrnin rcwardsanct sanctions for faculty, and most serious teachers
seek it as a way of ini roving their performance and mofe closely rc-

' lating what they do ,to hat students learn. Most evaluation of teaching
has resulted in unfair and inconclusive distinctions among teachers with-
out establishing reliable (or valid relationships between what teachers do..
and what students learn (1976, P. 3).

_

It would appear that the\ problem of faculty evaluation has not been
solved since Wilson's statement. The problem, according to Meeth,
persists because the acad mic community has not been able to reach
consensus as to ,ivliat co stitutes effective teaching. Meeth feels that

. .

. 'educators don't kn w what makes up effective teaching; they
don't have a good researc i base, don't agree on validity-of what
research they do- have, cloii 't believe the evidence that is presented in
that research, 'and don:t act oh any of it in a broad systematic .way
throughout higher edUcation" (p. 3).

Today, the ,.same pressures on colleges and universities tlra/t :have ,

,

caused a reexamination of traditional concepts of faculty develop-
ment are causing a reexaminafion of the concept of faculty evalud-

_fion. This reexamination of the faChity evaluation concept- has=lead-
to a broader definition of the term. Previous to the 1970's, 'faculty
evaluation activities included informal student evaluadons, reviews
of the teacher's publication list, and informal, -offen---haphazard, un-
structured review by the college dean or department chairman of a
faculFy members work. These traditional approaches of faculty evalui;
tion have been called into question _and new conceptions of faculty
evaluation are-emerging,- some of1whidi have_ been described-- in.!the,,,..
wrififigs-Of Miller (1972, 1974) and Genova, Mtidoff,---Chin 7-and
Thomas 0976). The conceptual models of these writers' will be re-,
viewed briefly because they represeni some of the best cUrrent think-
ing to,date on the subject.

-, Miller (1972) believes that any system of faculty evaluation in
higher education should _seriously consider beginning with the formu-
lation of basic assumptions. The faculty evaluation model he recom-
mends proceeds from...Abe following six assumptions:_(1) the trend

_. _ ..

toward accountability will continue, (2) merit evaluation is preferable..
to a seniority system, (3) overall evaluation of faculty is inevilablei- a
(4) every evaluatiOn system can be improved, (5) profession-ffde
Velopment should be available to every faculty Member whc-1

_evaluated, and (6) faculty evaluatlon should ,be, for bOth advance
ment decisions and faculty development (pp: 4-12). .

Miller then discusses operational _ plinciples that wive his basic
aslumptions closer to realization:,1%ese principles become the guide-

. -,
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search, teaching, 'service, and professional activities. Miller points out
that college teachers today are engaging in a much wider range-of-,
activit;es than in the past rand for this reason he feels that the follow-
ing categories should be used in describing and evaluating college

-teaching: classroom teaching,. advising, faculty service and relations,
management (administration), performing and visual arts, professional
services, publications, public service and research '(1972, p. 21). He

-also believes tint the prominence given any one of these categories
by a faculty member is determined by two major forces (1) the di-
rection and nature of_ the faculty meinber's college, and (2) the
_talents and interests,of the individual faculty member. In accordance
with these views, Miller has proposed a faculty evaluation scherne
that places its greatest emphasis on individualizing the professional
workload. _

Under.Miller's (1972) system, the faculty member would enter into
an annual performance contract with his or her department chair-
person. Miller argues that 'such a contracting process would lead to
the estabilshment of tasks and the selection of evaluation 'criteria
that would Teflect: (1) the nature "of the institution,,,(2) the needs and
direction. 6f the department, and (3) the interests and abilities bf the
faculty member (p. 80). Mikler then describes a variety of', pro-
cedures that could be Used to collect data in each of his nine evalua-
tion=c-ategories:FinaIly,-lie=shows-how- this-data could be-employed to
calculate an overall performance rating- for a faculty member jinder
his system. Table 2 provides an example of how this rating would be
caltulated.

In this example, it can be seen thaf Professor A (Table 2), with the
:assistance 'of-his or her chairperson, agreed to an allocation of time
over the 'following categories: advising, teaching, faculty service, pro-
fessional status, publications, and public service. The allocation 8f
time became the weighting factor in determining Professor- A's raw
evaluation score for each of-these categories. RaW evaluation scores-
for Professor A were calculated by runitiplying the weighting factor
for any given contractual category times .the average evaluation or
criterion rating score received in that category: Finally, ProfesSor

'A's overall performance rating was calculated by adding all _Of, his
raw scores and dividing this figure, 568, by' the ,total number of
points possible in a I-to-7 criteria r.ating system, 700:

Some may argue that Miller's system will never succeed beCause it
.is tocr/exact to have any general meaning, too mechanical: to suit the
-art of teaching, pr tod demeaning to reduce professional per-
for -ance, to a per'tentage . figure: ,The system' do,es, however, provide

. ,



Table 2. Determining Over ll Prfm nzanc e: Rattrig

Percent
of Total

Professor A Effort

1. Advising 10

2. Teaching 50

3. Faculty Service 10

4. Administration

5..Tbe Arts

6. Professional Status 10

10..7. Publications

'8. Public Service

9. Research -

1.0

Criterion Raw
Rating Score

6.3 63

6.1 305

59

568,-7 0

4.9

4.3

4.9

49

43

49:

568

Source: Miller, Richard I. Evaluating Faculty P'rJornance. San Francisco:
Bass Publishers, 1972, p. 81. Reprinted ,by Perrnisiion.

flexibility and individualization, two characteristics that are miss-
ing from most faculty evaluation systems today. The system also offers
the possibility of more objective as opposed to subjective evaluation
of faculty. This increased objectivity should be welcomed by faculty
at a time when recent research continues to support tire -fact thit
faculty eValu'ation is -often a very subjective and imprecise process
(McKeachie and Lirm 1975, p. 21). In the final analysis, it would ap-
pear that Miller has developed a very good evr-fluation model both
for individual professional development decisions and for salarY, pro-
motion and tenure.decisions.

penova et al. (1976) offer another conceptual mo lel.for the evalua-
ticin of college teaching. Their conceptu4 scheme is very similar ,to
Miller's, with many of the same 'components. This scheme was de-
veloped as the result of a study conducted by Training, Development,
and Research (TDR) Ay:ociates, Inc for thc MaSsachusetts Advisory.,,
Council on Education (MACE) .between September 1974 .2nd 'August
1975. In 'this investiption (1) atliterature search of faculty evaluation
on a national scale was condueted, (2) telephone interview's probed
for current evaluation research and practice, (3). evaluation materials

11



m education, .business, indus ry and government 'Iv ere revieweck,
(4) certain research findings and personnel e raluation1 practices were
selected -as'exemplary, and (5) field visits, were made to Over 30 colleges

and universities in Massachosetts to identify current practices. While
this was not a systematic sCirvey research projeet, it provided- stime

new and very useful insights into faculty evaluation. For example,
when the investigators asked students, faculty, and administrators in
Massachusetts whom they found to be the principal beneficiaries of

present faculty evaluation programs,' the typical responses were: (I)
Students: faculty benefit ,most, (2) Faculty: administrators benefit
most, and (3) Administrators: faculty benefits. most (p. ,3). None of
the major const4uencies named itself as much as the others, and none
aw students ar the principal beneficiaries,

The faculty evaluation model then proposed by 'this group' has arsn
its basic goal the development of evaluation procedures that allow
each constittiency to become a real and convinced beneficiary of the
system. The.operating,principles of their "mutual benefit evaluation"
model (the authors also Outline a model for the evaluation of college-
administrators ) are as follows:

I. MultipurposeGiven the wide irariety of .institutional purposes and
demands, faculty and administrator evaluation programs should serve a
variety of purposes for those evaluated,: their constituencies, arid the in .
stitution as a whole, 1.

2. MultifacetedIn the interest of fairness and completeness, faculty and
administrators should be evdiunted on a broad range of their activities and
esponsibilities, which are,Tweighled regarding their importance. .

3. MultisourceThose affected by and informed about the actions of par-
ticular facultyand administrators Should participte in the evaluation of
those faculty and administrators:
4. yultimethodBecause`of the range or appropriate faculty and adminis-_

ye-acts and st)les, different methods of assessrrient must be 'Combined.

. Institutional Context-Related-The evaluation ot -taetuty and a;irainistrj .
ors must be related to the. partkular purposes needs and stage of develop-

f the institution (Genova et ai., 1976. pp. 4.5).

The major emphasiS of"this model is on the caieful definition
structor goals and the relative importance' of 'those pals to a particu -
lar college.

In addition 'to describLng a comprehensive fa,culty evaluation pro.
am, Genova et al. (1976) have included in their .book,

Benefit Evaluation Of Faculty 'and AdminiAtralos in Higher7lEduca-
Lion, some. samples 'ciT student, colleague, and administrator rating
scales, These Scales should- be useful to colleges and universities who
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are seeking instrumerifs diat have been researched in terms of their
reliabilitY and validity ,qualities. The authors have also designed a
unique "Faculty Evaluation Program Inventory." This inv,entory was
designed to assist colleges in improving their existing faciiIty evalua-
tion programs. Te jnventory lists and describes essential elsnents of
a comprehensive evaluation program. Genova et al. recommead that
Colleges use their inventory as a device for identifying the stengths
and weaknesses of theh present faculty evaluation system (pp. 201-
214).

The Millei:/(1972; 1974) and Genova et al. (1976) faculty e aluation,
systems- are but two of many systems that have been re _mmen- eu

...in recent years. Glasman (1976), for example, has desc bed_a c n-
ceptual frajrnework that contains three domains for an -dministrative
perspective on faculty evaluation. His first domain deals with facule
need satisfaction; the sceond centers on the instrt ctor's work en.

1

vironrnent; and the third relates to the appropriate ess obevaluatiorr
instrurnents. While this framework is not a taxonomic effort or al
prediciive model, it does provide a terminolo0 that could se-rye

. ,

academic administrators, faculty;-researchers-and others-. Ii-should be f,

of particular value ,to individuals who are lonking for new areas for
faculty 'evaluation research or for new w'sys to conceptualize the
variables that affect the acceptance of a hiculty evaluation system.

Smock and Crooks (1973) have developed an evaluatiOn scheme
that is based on the assumption that .. evaluative data being col.\,
lected can and 'should vary according to the intended function of
die, evaluation and the people doing the evaluating" (p. 579). They
believes there are ihree major types, or levels, of valuation. The first
(Level I).is general,fiummative evaluation. 'The second (Level II) is
evaluation aimed at:identifying success or failure in teaching. The
third (Level III) is detailed, Course-specific evaluation aimed at pro-
viding diagnnstic, -instructional problem information: In their model,

-evaluation data would be used by four audiences: 'instructors, stu-'
dents, departmental administrators, and college or campus adminis-
trators. This model lattempti Ca show how faculty evaluation can
be tied to faculty development programs particularly in the: area of
student evaluations.

Recently Dresiel (1976) has presented a framework for the evalua-
inn -of college faculty. One of the best definitions of faculty evalua-

ition can be found in Dressel's second general principle for directing'-
faculty evaluation. That principle states:

The 'evaluation system should be viewed as one Of the major aspe,cts'of the
educational program, and because it is a odel, students shobld be th-:'



volved whenever possible. Evaluation is both a process and a resulta
means of determining goals, of appraising the processes o7 paths for reach-

ing them, and of assessing the extent to which they have been met. . . (p.

374).
1

I
Faculty evaliiai ion, then, for purposes of this paper, Will be defined
in Dressel's te 'ins as ;both tile process and the product of ascertaining

in hi institinion.
the value of facultY member's contribution to the teaching-kaining

process
i
i

Possible Corn s Between th ne Cocepts of
1 i

Faculty Eivelbp
i

and Evaluation
1 It is clear that there are cominonalities to be found between bo
the concepts and/ithe. approaches to faculty devglopment and evalu
tion. T1 ie inten( of this section will be, to briefly identify some o

2

these. /
will suggest some ways that faculty de-

m

,

/.

vdop ntrand/evaluaion programs can be linked to more effectively

achim the most importarit major goal that they both suppoit, i.e.,
--- / /_the improvement of Student learning.

ot unIt y development and evaluation plans b6rig , recoin-

mended today ; take/ into' ,consideration the personal, ructional,

and organizaiional 'dimensions of Ole 'teaching-learning process in

establishing on-going and viable programs. While it is argued that
,

the_relatiye 'Weight given to -each dimension is likely to vary from
,

-
college to cpllege ,and person to person, sorne eleirit-Pf-eatriits------
.i i , ,

- in most of the recomMended models.
1 2.- q3cith 4hools of' thought feel that their programs should be in-
dividualized to rneei the needs of each faculty member who is being
develonedlor evaluated. Faculty development experts believe that each

,I faculty member 105 ,unique skills and abilities, strengths and Weak- .

nesses. This, they/argue, should dictate a more personalized approach

,to professional development than we have had in the past. The

experts on faculty eiialuation believe thaeevaluation contracts should
be.personalizO to allow for the varying Skills, abilities, and interests

of the faculty member.
3. Both ichoolsiof thought believe that the contiaclzng approach/is

one _of the kest procedures for achieving a qualitative change in a
faculty memler's performance. In relation to this point, it is inter-
'esting Ally in many of the faculty development and evaluation mOdel
the departr.nent chairman is the Parly--nrith pthom the faculty Imeni-

ber contracts. .

4, Finally, it is clear that both faculty development -and/faculty
evaluation programs tire best evaluated in terms of their mPact" on

14
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student learning. As we shall see shortly, both programs have neg-
lected to consider the value of their activities in terms of this out-
come. They both share the common weakness of having ine eetive

.
evaluatzon systems.

Summary
It is clear that a number of very godd conceptual schemes have

been developed in recent years for use in faculty development and
evaluation programs. The extent to which one or mote of these
models will be adopted by the academie community on a large scale
remains to be seen. In the next chapter, research in the areas of
faculty develoPment and evaluation will be reviewed. This , next
chapter and the ones following it show the extent to which the
conceptual schemes described here, have been incorporated into actual
programs.
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Research in Faculty Development and Evaluation

This section will review some of the current research on the status
of faculty development and evaluation programs in -higher educa-
tion. Such a review should indicate ihe extent to which the pre'vious-
ly described conceptual models have been put into practice. A sec-
ondarvpurpose of this section is to review briefly some current
research on specific aspects 'of faculty development ,and evaluation.
-No attempt will be made q present a comprehensiVe review of all
the current research on faculty_ development and evaluation. Some
excellent researth anu writings on the topics of facility development
and evaluation at the community college level can be found in the
works of Wallace (1975a, '1975h); EIRIC Clearinghouse 'for junior
Colleges (1975): Scott (1974); Deegan (1974) ; Yarrington (1974);

Cohen (1973) ; and O'Banion (1972). Similarly, research and writings
at the four.year college_and university levels on these topics can be

and_Mckeadie (I 97ro_; Trent
and Cohen (1973); Pace (1973); The Group' for Human Development .
(1973); Miller (1972, 1974); Cook and Neville (1971); Mckeachie
and Lin (1975); and Eble (1970, 1971, 1972).

Status of Faculty Development Programs
Only two or three major studies have ,been condufted to date

regarding _the characteristics of faculty development programs in the
United States. At this time utl-ltnow Very little about current faculty
development efforp in our colleges and universities. The liest study

to date on this subject is the questionnaire survey conducted by
Gaff (19751).

Gaff sent a sitrvey qUeSticiith[dre -to a total of 69 directors of forma
organizations concerned with the improvement of instruction. The_
questionnaires Were distributed during the suminer of 1974, and 55
of the 60 returned met Gaff's criteria for incluion in his initial data
analysis. In- terms of the organization of instructional-improvernent
progrtms, Gaff found that 78 percent of the program directors re-
ported to a central academic officer, 64 percent of the units had a
faculty advisory committee, 78 percent of the directors felt that the
'discouragement of close ties with the education department Would
help their prdgram avoid being labeled with "educational" srereo-
types, 47 percent af the directors indicated that the_media center was

I a valuable part-of their prograM, 76 percent of the professional staff

6
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members in the piograms came from the disciplines of education,
educuipnal psychology. and psychology and the median size of the
units s'urueye& was six, with a median of two professional staff in-
cluded itf that figure (1975c, pp. 1-4). As a- result of these findings,

'Pall offered the following suggestions to institutions ,that want ;to
"establish such programs: (1) create a separItte program, (2) place
the pregram dhectly under the chief academic officer''of the institu-
tion, r(3) form a faculty advisory committee to help set policy for
the faculty development prograni, (4) avoid placing the program in
the schbol of education, and,;(5) put a faculty member who is re-
garded.tas .ari effective teacher in charge of the program (1975a,
p. 119). /

In relation to the financing of in-service programs, Gaff- discbv-
ered in his study tharthe median total 1973-74 budget figure for the
faculty-development centers studied was between $80-S100,000, and
that 78 percent of the programs Were operating 011.75 to 100 percent
"hare money as opposed to external funds obtained from -grants,
contracts, etc. _(1975b,-p. 4). These findings along with other material
reviewed in the/investigation led Gaff to propose the following guide-

-lines,forfinancinOn-seiwice,programs:-(1),--botli,interna6andEexternal
funding is needed if large numbers of faculty are to become involved
in developMent programs, and (2) the "bulk.' of the funding for
sucli programs should come from "hard" institutionarsburces (1975a,
p. 119)..

Next-Gaff examined the politics of teachihg improvement centers.,
He noted that the basic political position of an instructional-improve-
ment center is a- -pew organization" seeking to bring about changes
or reforms within an established institution: Also, he pointed out
that, such.centers are often separate from the power strnctbre of the
institution that ultimately determines faculty rewards. For this rea-
son he felt that these new centers must .find ways to gain faculty
support. He suggested amt such centers1 consider she following spe-
cific strategies to gain this support: ". 1. Develop an outreach
program . . 2. Start, small and prove yourself . . --3. Keep a low
profile . . . 4. Start where the faculty are . . . 5. Be eclectic in ap-
proach . 6. Start with a small group of volunteers and let them
'sell' the program to their colleagues . . . 7. Gcvith winnerS at 'the
outset . . . 8. Administer a instructionn,improvement- fund'',

.

(1975a, ppl 123-125)-.
Gaff concludes his research report by noting that the faculty de-

velopment movement is still very young. He believes that the gap
between current status and the future potentiall'of this movement



very fireat. Table 3 provides
and where he hopes.we will be

a summary of where he thinks ve
in the future.

'-rable.3. Current Statt and Potential ,Fu u
'Improvement

a

Current Status

nstitutions have programs

Few faculty are inVolved

Participants are pritharily volunteers

Faculty par pation is limited and
irregular

Participation is an verload"

In-service development- is a per here! .

activity

: Budgets and resources are. modest

"Soft!" grant rminiei are a major
source of funds

Few institutions! policies support
teaching effectiveness or professional
development

Few pernianent instructional-
.: improvement centers conduct

professional development

-Few st'aff -members have training and
experience in consulting with
colleagues

Little evidence of effecti of
programs exists

Impact is limited to selected
institutions and faculty members

Modest reforms aimed at better
teaching are underway

Potentbit 'Future

Most institutions have programs

All or most faculty are involved

Participants feel Some external
pressure to participate

Faculty Participation is regula
and continuous ,

Participation is provided for in
normal workload

In-service development is a central
activity

Budgets and resources are adequate--

"Flard" institutional mcinies are 'the
major source of funds.

--

Many policies support teaching
effecti,ieness and 'rofessional

.

Intruction 1-improvernent centers
professional develOprnent

aro permanent

Many staff membore have trainirig and
experience in consulting with
colleagues

Coenxviisntscing 'evidence of effectiveness

Impact is widespread among
institutions and faculty

Extensive itnprovements in
instruction and organizational
operations are made

Source: Gill. Gerry G. Toward Faculty Renewal. San Francisco: ssey-Bass, Inc.,
1975. p. In. Reprinted by Permission.
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A recent publication by the Southern Regional Education Boarcrs
(SREE) Undergraduate Education Reform Project, entitled Faculty
Development Centers in Southern Universities :(1976) , describes the
status of faculty development centers in II four-year southern uni-
versities. This is an excellent description of the organization, staffing,
programming, funding, and evaluation patterns of the following pro-
grams; Teaching-Learning Center, University of Alabama; Project on
Teaching and Learning in University College, University of Alabama
at Birmingham; Office of Instructional Resources, University of
Florida; Office s'of Instructional Resources, University of Kentucky;
Center for Instructional Development, Appalachian State University;

--Center-for Instructional Service and Research, Memphis State Uni-
versity; Learning Research Center, University of Tennessee, Knox':
vine; Faculty Development Resource Center, -University of _Texas
at Arlington; Center for Teaching Effectiveness, University of _Texas

--at Austin; Center for Improving Teaching Effectiveness, Virginia
Commonwealth University; and Learning Resources Center, Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and .State University. 'Written segments taken
from the summary chapter in this report give us yet another view
of the 'status of faculty development centers, this time in a particular
type of institution and in a particular region of our country.

. . . Eikht of the eleven faculty deVelopment centers described in this
publication have begun operations since 197.5 and ten since 1991. As the
center descriptions show, the overall and primary concern of all of them
lies in bringing about -improvements in Ihe teaching-lcarning process at
their respective institutions. None of the centers is organized, staffed, or
fimded exactly like any other, _however, and approaches and activities
to achieve the overall goal differ in various locations. From this, it seems
appropriate to generalize that while institutions share the common need
to improve institutional effectivenes& there is no single prescription for
achieving this goal that all institutions can adopt.
It appears that the primaiy impetus for the creation- of campus faculty
developMent centers comes from administrator& In two of the deven
cases, the original impetus came from the faculty senate. In three cases,
instructional improirement programs resulted from consolidation of all in-
structional suppoit services such as Media, graphics, and the like, -into
central operation& In almost ,a1V of the cases, administrators took the
initiative, but appointed or asked for a faculty committee to study the
issue and to make recommendations. . . .

Faculty Development Centers in the SREB region vary greatly in size
of staff and budget. The largest center in the region has a staff of six

professionals, several part-time faculty, more than a dozen stu-
dents, and an annual budget (including staff salaries) in excess of 5900,-
000. . . . The smallest center has one part-time professional and an
anntial program budget under 510,000. But accomplishments in stimu-
laiing instructional improvement - are not necessarily in proportion to
staff and budget size. . .
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The person who directs the center is the. most significant influencing
factor on the nature of center activities: the directions these acti.vities
take, and the internal influence of the center No particular educa-
tional background appears to be more advantageous than another for a
center director. Five of the eleven center directors in this 3tudy come
from the fields of psychology and education. Two ore front the ',antral
sciences or engineering. one from the field cd media, and' one is a pro-
fessor,of Victorian poetry. .

Organimtionally, each of the cotters in this report has' a director who
;has overall responsibility for the center's operation. Seven of the eleven

enters have a faculty advisory committee representative of the entire
institution to assist the center director in planning activities, to provide
support. and to serve as a communication link-for the center throughout
the institution.... In the four cases where official faculty advisory groups
do not exist, faculty ate used extensively by the directors in assisting with
center activities.

For the most part, campus centers for faculty developmeut in the SREB
rCgitin IlL eptuate entitii s. within the institutions, usually directly under
a vice president, most often the vice mesident for academic affairs. In
two cases, the center is parr of an 'umbrella" organimtional scheme, called,
-learning It-sources," which may include all learning-assisting actMties
ar the institutionincluding the liborrius. Nlost center jiirectors feel that
autonomy is an important palt or their success.. .. Center directors seem
particularly adamMa on the point that they not bc a part of the formal
evaluatiOn protesS for- awarding -faculty tenure, promotions and salary
increases. Official evaluation am! activities to-stimulate and assist with,
change or imponiement do not seem to mix well.

iii conclusioti ,. what can be said about the effectiveness -mid future- of
campus faculty development centers in Southern' universities?. As indiCated
in the cases formal evaluation activities have not taken place to any
notable extern. Center directors arc. for the most part, enthusiastic and
positive about then- activnies and their success. If growing budgets and in-
creased staff and facilities are a sign of success, then campus centers are
succeeding, (Crow et al., 1976, pp. 56.58)

Summaly---Gres:(1975) research on teaching improvement centers
has given us some ekcellent information on the characteristics of these
new centers that are growing at a very rapid rate. Also, the guidelines
and policies that he h;p; suggested should be helpful to colleges plan-
ning such centers. The study by Crow et al. (1976) provides still
more information oni. the organization, staffing and funding patterns,
programs, and evaluation methods being used by teaching improve-
ment or professional development centers at the university level.
The fact remains, however, that a great deal more research is needed
before we will be able to accurately describe the nature of faculty

'fivnient programs in out country.

of Faculty Evaluation Programs
While there has been more compre ensive research on the status
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of faculty evaluation programs and poliCies in our country than on
faculty development programs and policies, a complete picture of
current evaluation practice is still missing. The hest current research
in this area is found in the studies of Boyd and Schietinger (1976)
and Seldin (1975) . Boyd and Schietinger conducted a regional survey
of faculty evaluation practices for the Southein Regional Education
'Board (SREB)in 1975. The general purpose of the SREB survey
of faculty evaluation procedures was to determine the nature and
extent of faculty evaluation programs in the South. All colleges and
universities (843 institutions) in the 14-state SREB arca were given
an -opportunity to participate in this iuvestigation. Eacl -. president
wits mailed i c-opy of a qtiestionnaire cfNgned to provide data on
existing policies: practices, and criteria for faculty evaluation. Usable _

responses were received for a total of 536 iTtitutions. This repre-
sented a response ranging from 80.5 percent ,Tf the doctoral lgvel
institutions to 58.5 percent from the two-yea4 colleges (Boyd and
Schietinger 1976, P. 5).

Most of the questionnaires were filled out in the Boyd and
Schietinger (1976), study by academic vice presidcits academic deans,
or their equivalentsindividuals who were in fa ,orable positions to
answer for institutions as a yhole. One of the mji.jor findings in this
study was that faculty evaluation programs at thi responding institu;
tions were generally conducted both ". (a)t6 provide information
for administrative deciSions pertaining to staff advancement, and
(b) for faculty development purposes- (p. 4)? However,.it was found

at emphasis on=advancement information/Predominated at .doctoral
level institutions,: while emphasis on Etenity development was more
frequently paramount at two-year collges. For example, 62 percent
of the doctoral institutions as compared to only 18 .percent of the
two-yet-ir .colleges _assigned a first/ranking to the use of evaluation
information for decisions on Inlflancement (p. 6). These differences
seem to suggest that adminigirators of large, comprehensive uni-
versities tend to be less cdncerned about needing to improve the
effectiveness -of their tcaating personnel and more concerned with
problems -of personnel management than administrators in smaller
colleges. It '-is -unlilCi!ly, however; that .these findings reflecyany ob-
jective differeoces m the,professional development ,heeds of-the van-
ous instituticths teaching faculties. One ivould expect 'less emphasis
on-faculty':advancement in community colleges because in many such
institutions there is an absence of factilty ranking systems.,

SREB survey_also collected data on the use of 10 possible
.fOurces of evaluation information for three specific purposes de-



cisions on salary increa decisions on-reappointment, promotion
and tenure; and faculty development), as well as for overall use. It
was found in the 536. reEponcling institutions that the department
chairinan, the academic dean or vice president, and students had the
major resPonsibility for overall evaluation as yell as evaluation for
the purpose of faculty development. :The revalts _of this part of the
study can be seen in Table 4. It is interesting to see in Table 4 that
student evaluations in the institutions surveyed were used more for
faculty improvement and overall Use than they..were for salary and
advancement decisions. Finally, self-evaluation in this study was
found unexpectedly to be an important source of information for
faculty development and for overall evaluation (see Table 4). "

Boyd and Schietinger's (1976) study found that those mainly re-
sponsible for overall evaluation in all types of institutions were the
department chairman and the chief academk officer (academic dean,
academic vice president. acailemic vice chancellor, or equivalent),
These same two positions were also found to have primary respon--
"sibility for facnIty development, although the frequency of principal
'responsibility varied considerably from doctoral institutions to two .
year. institutions (pp. 12-15). In terms of the availability of evalua-
don results to the faculty member, 94 percent of the respondents in
this study indicated that the results of evaloation were made avail-
able to the faculty member (pp. 14-16).

Respondents in this investigation were also asked to indicate the
relative importance of nine_ factors thq might be considered in
faculty evaluation -for advancement purposes, i.e., for salary inereases,
promotiOn, and tenure. Instructional activity was reported as the most
important consideration in evaluation for advancement by .the re-
spondents in all the, institutions surveyed. Student advising ranked
second in all types of colleges. except doctoral institutions, where,
mit surprisingly, research and publications were rankeii second and
third, respectively. One unexpected finding of this part of the study
was that "public service" ranked lowest or next to_ lowest for all
categories of colleges considered. Further analysis, however, did show
that the importance of public service in the evaluation of faculty
increased considerably from two-year colleges to large public uni-
versities (p. 16).

The Boyd and Schietinger study (1976) provides a good description
of the status of faculty evaluation in one region of the country in
terms of the (1) principal reasdns for faculty evaluation, (2) sourfes
of information for evaluation, (3) individuals and groups responsible
for evaluation,.. (4) availa:bility of inforMation to the person evalu-
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Table 4, Sources and Selected-Rid/1n orination-forlaculty baluation, Ail Reporting Institutions.

Source of

Informaiion

Acadcmic Dean or V1P1

Alumni

Colleagues

Department Chairman

Faculty Committee

Joint Committee (Faculty/Student)

Peers (otlicr institutions)

President or Provost

Selfiraluation

Students

Percentage of Respondents 'Reporting Utilization

For Decisions For, pccisions

-
Overall on Salary.. on.Ptornotion. For Faculty

Use Increases , and Tenure Improvemen

'90% 70% 81% 81%

18 1 4 14

45 19 29 1 35

90 70 82 83

33

6

47 40 44

56

88

25

30

33

45

23

7

4

36

51

79

e,
9

Source: Iloydi James E and S.thietinger, E. E Facn4 Evaluation Procedure- in Sautheri Colleges and Universities: Athnta; Southern

Regional Edutation Board; 1916 : Reprinted by permission.



ated, (5) relative impertance of various factors uch as teaching,: ad-
vising research, publicttions, and public_ service facvlty eValua-
ti-On,, (6) descriptive material 'on, methods and systems of evaluation,
and (7) importance of public service as a factor in faculty evalua-

on.
Iii 1066-Astin and Lee_undertook an American Council ,on Edu-

cation (ACE)-sponsored study on the policies-and practices erriployed..
by colleges to evaluate faculty teaching performance for the purpose
of making faculty personnel decisions. The responses of 1,110 aca-.
demic deans from colleges and universities differing in size, selet-'
tivity, and gerigdphic location, led the investigators to conclude that
many institutions "sufter_frOm--an inability to evaluate classroom
effectiveness" (p-,-307). As a follow-up to this stucl, Seklin"(1975)
querteu eVery academic dean of all accredited private liberal arts
colleges-(which were :not part,o( a university) on how they were
rating both overall faculty and teaching performance. He duplicated
the 1966 ACE questionnaire and sent it to 1,91 academic deans of
whom 410 (83.5 percent) responded in 1973. Some of the findings
of this study are reported here because they give a fairly complete
picture Of hotv academic deans, perceive faculty eValuation in private
liberal arts colleges today. This research also provides' a good de
sctiption of how the evaluation of teach,Jg has"changed since 1966
in these colleges.

Part One of Seldin's questionnaire replicated selected segments of
the Astin and Lee (1966) study, wIch researched the techniques used

--to' evaltiate the te-iching neffOrmance of undergraduate".'eaching:
.

.

facalty. In his analysis of the levels of importance Of criterizi;itsed
in the overall evaluation of faculty performance', "he- found that
"classroom teaching" was' listed as a "major 'factor" by 99,3 percent
of responding academic deans. Other criteria rated as "Major factors"
by approximately 50 percent or more of the academic deans included:
(1) "student advising," (2) "length of service iw rank," (a) "personal -

attributes," and (4) "committee work" (p. 71) This is consistent wall
the SREB (1975) study which found that the faculty members' in-
structional activities were the most important criteria cOnsidered in .
faculty evaluation 'for. advancement. Next Seldin looked at the types
of information considered in evalnating the teaching perforMance of
faculty members. Rated al "always used" by 50 percent or more of
the academic deans were (1) "chairthan evaluation," and (2) "dean
evaluation.7 Other types of information rated:as "always" or "usually"
used in evaluating teaching perfOrmanee by,,50 percent .or more, of
the academic deans included: (1) "colleagues! °Pinions," (2) "in-
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formal student opinion," "committee evaluation," (4) scholarly
research and publication, and (5) "systematic student ratings."
Approximately 60 percent of the academic deans indicated that their
institutions "always" or "usually" used "systematic student ratings"
(pp. 71-72) This finding was somewhat lower than that reported in
the SREB study. In that study student, evaluations of faeulty per-.
formance were found, to he used by 88 percent of the responding
institutions (Boyd and Schietinger 1976, . 47).

-One- of-the--more-interesting Ispect ,of Seldin's research was the
comparison he made between data c fleeted in the Astia-and-Lee-
(1966) study and data gathered in his study. A comparison of the

Tab! 5. (-tests of DifJcrrzirr.c 'it Pere I Response to Criteria
Ide lified by Academic Deans as Factors" in Evaluating Over-
all Faculty Performance as Repo and Lee (1960
Stu y and t!zç Current Studv (1973

-

1966 1973
(N=484) (N=410)

Fac o s Percentage Percentage V'

1. Cia sroom teaching 97.6 99.3 2.36

2. Supci isbn of graduate study 17.8 1.9 8.57
_.

3. Supervisi i of honors rogrm 11.3 29 6.46

,t-- 4. Research 31.7 22.2 3.24

5. Publication 2-1.5 17.1 Z.75

6. Public service
-,

16.1 12.9 1.37

7. Consultation (government, business) 2.4 0.7 2,36

8. Activity in professional societies 23.9 15.8 3.08

9. Student advising 46.8 68.8 6.85

10. Campus committee work 32.6 49.5 5.21

11. Length of service ill rank 59.9 .-, 54.4 1.66

12. Competing job offers 3.2 4.19

LS. Personal attributes 61,3 53.2 2.59

Source: Seldin, Peter. How Gptleges Evaivate Professors. New York: Blythe-Pen-.
nington, Ltd., 1975. Reprinted by Permission.

,./.05=1.96
1.012.57 33
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responses by ant emic (leans in the two studies .regarding their views
on "major factors" used in evaluating overall faculty performance is
shown in Tabre 5. In Table 5 there are statistically signifiCant differ-
-nces between mean percentage responses to nine of. 13 criteria used
to tvaluate tho overall performance of faculty memberS in theke tWo
studies. It may be that a,.new rating method for teacher performance
is emerging in= private liberal arts colleges. This data suggests that
there is a decline in attention paid, to research, publication, public

ryice, and activity in professional societiesthe traditional criteria
of academic success.
_=In ,terms=of the typo of information ,used for faculty evaluation,
Seldin fourid-A number-oLstatistically significant (Helenas hetWeen

. the extent to whick information was being employed-today-in con
parison to its use in 1966. The direction of these differences were
as follows: (1) "systematic student raiings" increased, (2) "informal
student 'opinions" decreased, (3) "classthorn visits" decreased, (4)

"colleagues' opinions" decreased, (5) "scholarly research and publica-,

tion" decreased,, (6) "student examination perforrnance" decreased,
(7) "course syllabi and examinations" deereased, (8) "Jong' term
follow-up of students" decreased, (9) "alumni opinions" decreased,:'
(10) "committee evaluations" increased, and (I I) "graduate distribu-
tions" decfeased ,(p, 73).=Clearly the deans today are placing more
=emphasiS in -their colleges on systematic ,student .rangs and corn-
mittee evaluations than they did in I 966., While fewer than ono,
school in four reported use of rating forms in .the 1966 study
percent); more than half of the colleges in 1973 (54.9 pereent) re-
ported use of rating forms in evaluating teaching performance (p.
74). Thus, the hew evaluation/System tliat is etnei-ging in private

=liberal arts colleges contains,new weighting on performance criteria
and also on the sources of-':evaluative, information.

Part Two of Seldin's questionnaire was:developed to pre:n=1de ad-
ditional information related'to policies and practices used to evaluate
teaching performance. In' an .analysis of the rank 'ordering ,of four
components used by academic deans -in the evaluatiorr of faculty,
Seldin fdund the following: (1) approximately 45 percent of the aca-'-
demic deans assigned greatest importance to.the "chairman" evalua-
non,. and (2) !!swdent," "faculty," and"self-evaluations". mere as-
signed lower importance than chairrhan 'evaluations, with 23.7- per-
cent, 21.5 percent, and 10,7 'percent, being the:respective percentages.:
Because of ibis finding and the finding of the SREB study, it would
appear that the department chairman is the critical element in an
institution's faculty evalu'ation and development. program: Another

26



finding was thit 77 percent of the deans reported substantial satis-
faction with the policies and practices used to evaluate faculty for
purposes of contract renewal and for promotion in rank (p. 25). A
similar finding was made in the Boyd and Schietinger (1976) study.
They reported that 80 percent of their, respondents gave favorable

,ratings to the effectiveness of the average evaluation program (p. 47).
One problem with both of these studies is tliat they did not survey
college faculty members to determine,their views on faculty evalua-
tion policies and procedures. Research is needed to see if faculty
members are as satisfied as administrators appear to be wIth current
evaluation practices.

Research on Student Evaluations of Faculty
By far the greate'st amount of research in the areas of faculty

evaluation has been on stuaent ratings of college faculty. There have
been literally hundreds of studies conducted in this area. IL would bc
impossible.to review alle'of these:,studies here. Instead, an attempt will
be made to summarize some of the more important research findings
in relationship to the reliability and validity of student rating sys-
tems, as well as some of the findings on the correlates of student
ratings and the affects student ratings have had on Leacher behavior.
Research findings in these LlItee areas should be useful to institutions
considering the establishment or revision of their faculty es,'aluation
or development programs.

Doyle (1975) in hisbook,,Student Evaluation of Instruction, pre-r-
sentea one of the best reviews of research on student evaluation that
we have in higher education today. On the reliability of studerh rat.
ings, he noted that there are primarily, two standard methods used
to determine the reliability of a' student rating instrument. The
standard methods came under the headings of "internal copsistency
or homogeneity" and retest reliability or stability." He noted that a
number of published studies have included measuros-- of internal
consistency, and that most professionally constructed student rating
qU'estionnaires employed these measures somewhere in their develop-
ment. In the Many studislhe reviewed, Doyle found that the internal..=

'consistency correlatioill?-r4-cirted in these studies compare quite
favorably,with the reliability of well-constructed, commercially.pub-,_
lished achievement tests. He concluded that student ratings can be
very reliable in the sense of internal consistency (p. 37). After re-
viewing studies on-the retest reliability of student ratings, he stated
Chat:

27



a

As far as reliability is concerned then, the conclusion is that student .

ratings can routinely be used for purposes of instructional improvement,
but that if they are to be used for personnel decisions, -steps will have I--
to be taken to improve their reliability over that of ratings/ gathered by

the typical igstrument constructed without attention to data quality.
hforeover, dethonstrations of the reliability of a particular instrument in
a particular setting perhaps might torbe required . , 45) ,

Reliability, then, does not appear to be a problem as long as colleges
are willing to subject their student -ratirig systems to reliability -re-
earch.

The question arises, "How valid are ,student ratings?" one of the
:major problems involved in establishing the validity of student rating
instruments has been, obtaining agreement on appropriate validity
criterion measures. A number of researchers (McGuigan 1974;

McKeaqlde 1972; Cook and Neville 1971) agree that student growth,
particularly in academic achievement, is the appropriate criterion of
teaching effectiveness. There appers to be a lack of agreement, how-
ever, on what constitutes the best way to measure this Achievement.
For eXample, most/ of the studies cited by Costin, Greenough, an
Menges (1971) tis/e student grades as the criterion meaSure. Others
use' an achievernent test or final exam at the end of th'e course.
Relatively few /studies have used actual student change data .g.,,

/
pre V'ersus'post student achievernent,on a',-common examination at a \
criterion (Cohen,' Trent' and Rose 1973).

There ar a .nuinber of :reasons why few student change studies
have been done. One of the most .significant is the problem 'of work-

ing witiCgain scores (Cronbach arid Furby 1970)In. spite of the
measurement problems involved, however, it seems difficult to assert
:student growth as a validity criterion and not attempt to gather
change, data as evidence that growth has actually, ocCurred. -

general, very mixed reSults:have been obtained'in those Suidies

where student achievement change data have been Used 'a,s a criterion

measure. McKeachie, Lin, and Mann (1(171 p. 436) surnmari4e the
s4uation by saying, "PreviOus data on validity in terms of .the criterion

, p1 student change satisfy neither the proponents nor the'' opponents
'of spdent evaluation: of ,teaching." -While sdme studies (e.g., Fre) ,

Lenard, and Beatty 1975; Gessner 1973) have found significant posi-

tive .correlaitions 'between 'Student ratings and student achievement
gains, otherIstUdies . (eg Turner and Thompson 1974; .Rodin :and
Rodin 1972) have found',significant negative correlations. The,.issue,
would appear to be far from settled.

The -lack of agreement among research studies examining relation-
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shilA between student ratings and student achievement can be ex-
plained in ,a number of ways (e.g., in appropriateness of sample size, ,

design!, procedures, and analysis). One definite issue is the type of stu-
dent rating instrument used. Some researchers (e.g., Doyle 1975,
p. 82) recommend one overall instructor rating, Some uscglobal or
'high-inference rating scales like the Purdue Rating Scale for
struction (Remmers and Elliott 1927) and the SIRS developed at
Michigan State Universitj (Davis 1969), Others use relatively low-
inference scales, with a greater number of items like the Student
Evaluation of College Teaching Behaviors (Greenwood et al. 1973)
developed at the University of Florida. Some instruments do not
focus on course and instructor but on such things as student per-
ceptions of their own growth in a course. Hogan and Hartley (1972)
found that one such instrument measured different aspects of in-
structor effectiveness than did a high-inference, atore traditional type'
of rating scale. In short, different aspects of instructor effectiveness -
may relate differently to different ,aspects of student achievement.

Recently 1 study was conducted at the University of Florida
(Greenwood, Hazelton, Smith, and Ware 1976) to examine relation-
ships between student ratings of instruction using a variety of rating
instruments and post student-achievement gains. This study, while
using a variety of student rating. forms, did not find significant re-
lationthips be'tween student ratings and Student achievement gains.
The result of this study suggest that if student achievement (at least
in calculus and analytic geonietryr is an itupertant criterion, then ,
the use of student ratings alone.to measure college teaching effective-
ness is a questionable 'practice. On the other hand, this does not
necessarily mean that students should not rate their instructors. Stu-
dent ratings constitute one kind of input and can be valuable for
certain 'types- of fac'ulty evaluation and for faculty development
projects. HoweVer, they do not appear to measure the same domain
as achievement tests. The assumption that the instructor that gets
high student ratings is-producing student achievement greater than ,
the-instructor that gets.low ratings is a shaky one.

Based on the _studies reviewed in this paper, it would appear that
the'validity of student ratings, at least in terms of student outcomes,
has yet te bc.. established. More research Is definitely needed. How-
ever, until the validity of student ratings has been established in these
terms, it would seem appropriate for colleges to seek other methods
for evaluating the teaching effectiveness of their faculties.

A discussion of the research orsutdent ratings would not be corn-
,

plete withota a description of the dOtitiate5 of student ratings. Kulik
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(1974) has provided us sI tlt an excellent summary on this subject.

I. Student variables: The student's general disposition toward instructors
and instruction is the most important influence bn within-class differ-
ences in ratings. Sex, age, grades, and major arc of trivial importance.

II. Teaching conditions: Variables which influence class ratings are class
size, elected vs. required stains of course, and discipline or department of
course. Wilde subject matter differences in class ratings within depart-
ments haw not been ,demonstrated this is a likely further. %Mite of
variation in class ratings. c,g_ the teacher of the Modern novel may enjoyc,
an achlantage over the medievalist.

Teacher characteristics: There is probably a weak, positive correla-
tion between experience or academic rank and student ptings, although
the size and direction of this relationship may,dilter somewhat at different
types of .schools. Reseault prodnctivity.,of 'faculty members shows a similar
weak, positive relationship to student,ratings. Also, highly-rated instruc-
tors strike students (as well as peers) as generally cultured and sophisti-
cated and especially as being articulate as classroom lecturers.

IV. Interaction effects: Mors!! and Wilder (195.0 conclude that if the
instructor teaches for the bright students, he svilI be approved by thein
and there will be a positive correlation between ratings and grades: if he
teaches for the weaker students, he will be disapproved by the bright
students -and a neg;ttive coefficient will be obtained. There is some evi-

dence that college students with different personality traits respond dif-
ferently w highly structured and less struCtured teaching styles. (p. 2)

It is clear from this summary of research findings ova many years
that: the conditions under which a faculty member teaches and his

,or .her Personal qualities make a difference in the ratings given by
students. Research has also shown that there is S9ITIC consistency in
results of studies relating teacher characteristics to student ratings.
It can be said that interaction effects play,an important part in the
strength of student ratings.

Finally, the most jmportant studies in the area of studenf evalua.
Lions in recent years have prObably been the ones that have explored
the relationship-between student -ratings and changes in faculty mem.
ber behavior. These studies are important because if it can be
demonstrated that feedback from students modifies college teaching.
practices, then our present student rating methods would 6eem
justified. On the other hand, if student ratings lead to no significant
improvement, then other Methods of changing teacher behavior
'should be employed.

One of the, first persons to tkamine the relationship between stu .
dent feedback and facility behavior Was Centra (1972b). He .under.
took:a-study during the 1971-72 academic year at five different types

, of colleges. In his study college teachers were asked to administer a
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student rating form in one of their classes. The teachers were then
randomly assigned t6 one`of three groups.

1. The feedback group.'Tcachers in this group administered a student
rating form-at midsernester and received a..summary of the results within
a week along with some comparison data to aid in interpretation. In
research terms this is the "treatment" group, with the treatment in this
instance being essentially what-is done at most colleges that use student
ratings for instructional improvement, the results being seen only by
the instructor.

2. The no-feedback group. This group used the rating form t midsemcs
ter but did not receive a summary of results until the end of the semester.
This is the so-called "control" group.
3. The Post-lest grouP. In this case the rating form was used only at the
end of the semester to determine whether midsemester ratings had ,a
sensitizing effect on teachers in the nofeedback group; that is, whether
iimply using the form caused teachers to change, even without getting
feedback. (p. 20)

Centra hypothesiied that if student feedback improved instruction,
then the end-of-semester ratings of the feedback group should have
been better than either the no-feedback or the posuest group. It was
not, in faci;a11 three grougs turneclout to be nearly identical in their
scores for each of the items, an indication that tile group of -in-
structors who received student feedback did not noticeably modify
their teaching practices in the half-seMester. This finding was true
for instructors in all disciplines, from both sexes, and with varying
amounts of teaching experience.

Had Centra stopped ,. thiere the results would have suggested that.
student ratings are of little or no value in changing instructional ,

practices. But additional analyses proved that this was noir" the case.
Teachers in theleedback and no-feedback groups were asked to. re-
spond at mid-semester, to slightly reworded iterni from the- student
form, such as whether they thought they had 'Made their objectives .
clear, And whether they thought they were encouraging students, to
think for themselves. It was hoped, that student feedback would
effect changes in teacherk who rated themselves more favorably than
did their students. Centra (-1972b) found that his expectations mere
generally fulfilled; the greater the discrepancywhere the discrepancy
reflected the extent to which students rated teachers less favorablY,
than the teachers apparently expectedthe greater the likelihood of
change (p. 21).

What are the2implications of Centra's research for us today? First,.
tliey iupport the utility of student ratings for instructional improire-,,,,
mentinstrucuonal improvement not in the sense of enhancing stu--
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dent learning, but in the sense of_changing instructor= behavior in the
classroom. Secondly, they support the point that' sturiznt ratings are
a limited way ef improving teaching and that 07.:1:ir impact will vary
according to the "treatment" given the stu.tent responses (Centra
1972b, p. 22). The magnitude of changes in instructor behavior was
not great in Centra's study. More.- research is needed to determine
whether or not publicized ratings would have resulted in greater
changes. Finally, this study suggested that there may be other forms
of feedback to the instructor that would be More effective than
computer printouts.

More recently, McKeachie and Lin (1975) haver explored The
effects that personal feedback of student ratings have had on teacher
behavior. The results of their study indicate that stndent -ratings
alone are not very helpful in changing teacher behavior, but dial a
plan for using student rating's ih the counseling of teachers is. Could
it be that the greatest value of student ratings will be in their use in
faculty development programs, as' opposed to their use in the evalua-
tion of faculty for promotion or tenure?

Research on Colleague, Administratoi-, and SdkEvaluations of Faculty,
This section will review briefly a selected group of the more cur7

rent research.studies in the areas of colleague, self-, and administrator
evaluation of faculty. The reader is referred to the works of Genova
(1976); Miller (1974, 1972), and Scott (1974) for more complete re-

views of research in these three_axeas.
Centra (1975) recently studied the reliability of colleague ratings in .

the evaluation of college teachers. His study was an attempt to find
answers to the following questions:. ".. . How would colleague rating's
based -on actual classroom observation:compare with student ratings?
How reliable would colleague evaluations be when the influence of
teaching reputation is minimized?" (p. 328). The study itself was
conducted in a new, imall university. Student and colleague ratings
were obtained from 78 teachers. For 54 of these, complete colleague
data- (two visits by each of three colleagues) were available. The._
sample included faculty merribers from each department and from
all ranks; it therefore appeared to be representative of the total
faculty. To facilitate comparisons of student and colleague ratings,
16 items were selected from the student rating form, called SIR, Stu-
dent Instruction Rating (Centra_1972a), and used as the instrument
for colleague ratings. Items selected for the colleague rating version
reflected practices that could be observ&l during a class visit..Each
teacher- in the study was observed and rated twice by each of three
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colleagues . for a total of six separate ratings. Participants were
visited by colleagues from bOth their own and other departments, and
most Of the visits occurred in the last half of the winter tom. Finally,
the student ratings used for comparison in the research were collected
in the last week of elasses with the:SIR form.

Centra (1975) _found that ,colleagues were very generous in their
ratings. For example, on the item evaluating_(-)yerall-intructor effect-
iveness, the average colleague.rating was ,4A7.,4`-'-a 5-poinC:scale
s.d.=A3). Student ratirigs fottfiese same inslructors were also- very
favorable, but not to the sarbe extent as colleakilee-tatings: -The
average of the student class means was 3.98 (s.d.,-.54) (p. 330).=:-More
"rnportantlyj CeAtia-found that the projected reliability for-15 stu-
ent raters was .85, while for 15 colleague faCers it was onlf.57-. AfSo,

the-average correlation amone ratings by differept colleagnes was
slightly under ..26 (1975, p. 331). Centra feels that the low reliability
for colleague ratings is serious enough to.cast doubt on the value of
colleague things. He believes that reliable colleague evaluatiOn would
require several visits to a faculty member's classes by at least a dozen
colledgues, a time investment that he thinks many faculty members
would, be unwilling or unable to make (1975, p. 332). He concludes
his Study by stating that there may, however, be _several important-as-
pects of teaching that colleagues would seem to be able to judge.
AMong these were the "instructor's qualifications and knowledge in a
subject, the eourse syllabus and objectives, the reading lists and
materials employed in instruction and the assignments and examina-
tion" (1975, p. 335). Finally, he felt that colleagues might also be able
to judge concrete evidence of student achievement in the form of
test-reiults, term papers, or course projects.

Hildebrand, Wilson, and Dienst (1970), like Centra, have sug-
gested that ratings by colleagues might be used' to.supplement ratings
by students. In their research on student ratings, they =found that
there were, certain items that faculty, not students, could observe and
.evaluate. They felt that colleague rating scales could be developed
from these items (pp. 37-38). In this investigation, Hildebrand et al.
also discovered fairly high agreement between faculty and students
in terms of a given teacher's teaching effectivefiess (Hildebrand et
al., 1970, p. 7). Kulik- (1974) has reported more recently that such
agreement between these, two groups .has been found in several
studies.

,

In summary, it would appear that there is still considerable con-
fusion regarding the role of colleague evaluation of faculty in higher
education.- Although a subsiantial number Of educators have ex-
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pressed their personal views (Miller 1972; Eble 1972;7Kulik 1974;
Kulik and McKeachie 1975; Se ldin 1975), research studies investigat-
ing the reliability and validity of colleague evaluation for purposes
of evaluating teaching, research, or service performance have yet to be
carried out.

Let us -now look at some of the research on administrator ratings
of college faculty. Kulik (1974) has reported that "Insofar as it is,pos-
sible to judge from published research, ratings_of A teacher 'by in
administrator are virtually interchangeableWith ratings by the
teachers' colleagues" (p..,3). One study described by Kulik was _con-
duCted by Blackburn and Clark (1971) in a small midwestern college.
They found a correlation of .62 between ratings by administrators
and by colleagues, and suggest that this is probably .as high a cotrela-
don as the reliabilities of the two composites would allow. -These
researchers also 'found a correlation of .47 between administrative
ratings and student ratings of teaching effectiveness. They conclude
that the correlation between ratings of administrators and students

.
if adjusted for unreliabilitywould probably be about the same as
that between ratings by students and colleagues (Kulik 1974, p.

s not possible, however, to generalize' from this one study that
colleagne,' administrator, and student evaluations tend to correlate
at a high level. We have even fewer research studies on administra-
tor evaluation of faculty than we do on colleague evaluation. A.
great deal more research is needed to determine ._the associations that
exist, if any, between colleague, student, and administrator evalua-
tions of faculty.

As we have seen, support for faculty elf-evaluation as a teaching
appraisal technique has come from Miller (1972). Miller recommended
that it be adopted as part of an evaluative system because:

0

As one develops greater self-awareness, he is Ole to respond more effec-
ti'vely to the areas and interests of others, and he is more likely ,to
observe unspoken clues to behaviors and needs (p.- 35).

Th re are, however, several strong critics of the evhludion of teach-
ing performance through self-evaluation. Eble (1972), for example,
suggested that the subjective nature of self-appraisal -would not be
a substantial addition to evaluation processes that:in his view, were
most in need of objective data: Interestingly enough, there has been
at least one raearch study ,that would give strength to this position.
Blackburn and Clark (1971) found little support for the usefutness of
faculty self-ratings. In their ,study, they reported negligible correla-
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dons between self-evaluations and evahiations by administrators,
colleagues, ana students-'(Kulik 1974, p. 3).

One of the problems with self-eyaluatibns is that they are not
composite ratings. In composite ratings, such as student or colleague
ratings, differences amonglhe raters will cancel out. The severe judg-,
ment of one colleague in a colleague rating form may be balanced by
a more lenient rating ftom another, and thus, a tempered judgment
emerges 'from disparate views. Self-ratings, on the other hand, are
not composita but evaluations from a single person. In self-reports, a
format weighting of all kinds and sources of information that clearly
outlines evidence deilred shoula be mandator-Y. OtherWise, the dail
instructor may,..-assign himself a more generous rating than..the bril-

.liant or good teacher who is.self-effacing.
. -

The AAUP "Statement on Teaching Evaluation"--piesents both of
the 'arguments ;that. are being made for-And against faculty self-
evaluations today:

The limitations of self-evaluation are obvious, and neither the' teacher
\nor the inititution should be satisfied with self-evaluation alon: How-

ever, . faculty members as individuals or as members of committees can
asaist colleague!, in making the kind of self:evaluation which constitutes
a contribUtion to improving ahd evaluating teaching. Arousing an inter-
est in self-examinatioh, structuring -self-evaluations so that they might
afford=?Mtire rcliable_data, and giving faculty members the opportunity
to asse-ss their own teaching effectiveness, and to add their own interpreta-
tion, of student ratings and classroom visitations can increase the use-
fulness of self-evaluation as a part of the rview process. (1974, p. 170)

If one of the major purposes of faculty evaluation is for faculty
development, then it -would seem appropriate to-include self-evalua-
tion as part of the 'evaluation process. The reflection stimulated by
self-evaluation can be rewarding for both the faculty`member and the
college. A faculty mernber's -views on his or her place in a total edu-
cational program provide., baseline data for the establishment of in-
dividual development goals. These views. also provide a college with
an inventory of its human resources.

Summary
As we have seen in this section, there has been a great deal of re-

search conducted in the area of student evaluation, primarily in the
arei of student ratings. Even with this extensive research, we have not
been able to establish the validity of stndent ratings in terms of stu-
dent achievement. More research is obviously needed; particularly at
the institutional level, to establish both the reliability and validity
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of the various rating instruments being used today. In contrast, the .

areas of colleague, administrator, and self-evaluation of teacher per-
formance have received very little research attention. Because of this
lack of research, very few conclusions can be drawn regarding the im-

_,
pact of these types of evaluations on either student learning or faculty
behavior. Most, people who have studied one or more of these forms'
of evaluation, however, would recommend that faculty evffluatioic
should not rely on only one source of information for data. The best
approach to faculty evaluation would appear to be one that is as
comprehensive as possible.
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Descriptideis.01.SOOtted-
Facultit Developnient.Programs

There are an ncreasing number of varied faculty development yro-
grams in higlier education- today. As witb Many sforins Of innovative
and rapidly expandink prograrris, a compreheriliirelisi--of these does
not exist. The purposeof this chapter will be to describe briefly some
recent developments that , might stimulate others to think more
deeply about their own faculty development activities. The main
intent here will be to illustrate and not evalUate.,The programs in-
eluded are those fot which descriptions were aVailable and that
represented, a variety of diffeient types of approaches. No other
selectivity criteria tban thek were ukd.

Since in some cases topics are parallel- and-in-other caks not the
reader miglit find it helpful to consider thg following questions:.

What circumstances caused the formation of the program?

What type of goals are expressed through the program?

How was the progrkm organized and staffed?

*---What were the major activities of the program?

What method of funding was used to support the pro a

o How has.the program been evaluated?

What policies has the program established that appear to be
1elated to its success?

I

A University Faculty Development ProgramSyracuse University's
Center for Instructional Development

The creation of the Cdnter for Instructional Development (CID)
at Syracbse University was based on a series of aisumptions. The first
assumption was that the future of the institution rested on a high
quality and exciting academic program that Would bring about in-
creakd strident enrollment and decreased attrition. The second ,as-

,sumption stated that traditional curriculum and course structures
were generally insensitive to the needs_interests, and abilities of the
individual/student. The third and final assumption was that major
and long-lasting improvements in curriculum and instructional pro-
gramming, would not take place ,unless a stimulus for change was
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provided and unless an effective prckedure for change was designed .

and implemented (Diamond 1975, p. 2).
CID was established in July 1971 as ar outgrowth of, and-re=

placement for, the Center for Instructional .Cominunications (CIC)
at Syracuse. A reorganization .bf existing personnel, e-ombined with
$108,000 in new fundsy permitted additional staff to be hired in de-
velopment and evaluation as well as in some of the audiovisual sup-
port areas-that piovided campus-wide services, which were a part of
the on-going responsibilities retained from the former CIC.operation.
In addition, for maximum efficiency, all sampus'audiCovisual services

that prejiously had not been °part of the-CIC were brought together
in this new Center, which included both the still and riiodon picture
photographic units that were forinerly sEparate operations. However,
it- soon- became, apparent that having major media -support units in
the center caused confusion about the functions of-the Center and
about the relationship of the budget to specific activities. It was for
these reasons that, in the summer Cif 1973, a,secontrinajor ,reorganiza-
Lion took place that resUlted-in the structure that now exists

m'ond 1975, p ---
The center now operates within the office of the ViCe Chancellor for

Academig Affairs and under the direction of the Assistant Vice
Chancellor for Instructional Developinent, to whOm the center re-
ports. Also reporting to this office is the -DireCtor of Audio and
Visual Support. Organizationally, the Center has six Units._A key one
is Development, which consists of four full-time professionals :who
are responsible for working with department% on major projects.
Their task is to choose which-projects the Center should undertake,,
to plan and design them in collaboration with the departments and-
faculty members involved, and to call on the Center's technical staff
and resources as needed. Each project has one of the Center's top
professional ,staff memfiers -in charge_and that person is responsible
for every aspect of the project uniil is it completed and phased into

-:the regular operation of the academic department.
The----second major unit of the Center is the Research and Evalua-

tion office:The-Center staff considers it especially significant that
evaluation is an on-going, in-house function, built into every project
from its inception. At Syracuse --it is considered vital for research ex-

- perts to -be in on the start of a project-to help define, objectives, de-
sign especially appropriate measurement instruments, and Monitor the
progress of the project throughout. The purpose of this unit is pri-

,
marily to assist those involved in the project to improve it as it goei
along.



=

A third major, part of the Center is Project Advance, one of the
argest high, school.college articulation programs in the country, en-

rolling over 2 000 students in 40 school districts throughont New
YOrk State. Project Advance grew out of the campus activitiesof the
Center. The Project offers selected university courses to high- schoo!

-students-for _regular 'SYracuse. Universitcy credit. These -courses are
taught_ by nniversity-trained and `superVised high school teachers as

:-.13rt of their regular teaching load .and as al., part of Ihe students'
normal academic program. The project operates on a break-even
basis, thereby allowing the charge to studentsfor university overhead
and credit to be modest. First field-tested in the fall 'of 1973, the
project had by 1975 expanded to nearly 60 school districts, with con-

.
tinued expansion antiapated.

A Oraphics and Printing unit is the fourth element in the Center.
Staffed by three professional artists, it handles all layout and design
activities. As time permits, this"unit also produces materials, at no
charge, for faculty to use in ihe.,classroom. Significantly; thougl Most
of the media support units of the University are located iff' Audio
and Visual Support Services unit separate from the Center, but re-
sponsible to it.

A fifth component of the Center is an independent Learning
Laboratory, a 78-station facility used primarily to field-test the initial
drafts of new 'material before being generally used on students'. The
Learning Laboratory is designed to permit students' to use instruc-

-- tional sequences that use various media, ranging from audio tapes and
imple programmed booklets, to tape/slides, film, and multimedia

sequences. Each week an average of 1,000 students sign-in for,up to
30 courses. In addition, seven of the University's computer terminals
are located near the Learnitig Laboratory to, permit use of computer
siinulations and various computational techniques.

A sixth unit, added recently, is Test-Scoring and Evaluation. This
also_prOvides for student -ratings- of fkulty, which faculty manbers
re free to use on a moluntary, basis.
The Center is, staffed not only bY the full-time profersionals, but

a10 lby. Fellows in instructional - DevelcipmentfaCuity members .

wHosTiTm-e is recompensed, with the approval of appropriate depart-
ment chairmcp and deans, through the .1.1se of discretionary funds at
the,Center's disposal. Usually, six to eight faculty are awarded these

- fellowships each year and are ,paid for a period during the summer
at a rate .equivalent to their regular-salary. IndivIdual departments
also provide 'support for additional faculty to work on developmental
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projects, and, graduate interns from the School of Education serve in

the Center as Well.
The Center for instructional Development has created a very

elaborate procegs for faculty development that has been described bY

Diamond et al in a publication entitled Individualized Develop-

ment for Individualized Learning in Higher Education (1975). The
process coVers twd major stages: (1) design, and (2) production, im-
plementation, and evaluation. The basic steps Of their model in the
production and iMplementation stage of curriculum and instructional
development are (1) stating objectives, (2) design of evaluation instru-
Ments and procedures, (3) selection of internal design format, (4)

evaluating and selecting existing materials, (5) designing -and field
testing new materials, (6) logistical coordination, aqd (7) implemen-
tation, evaluation, and revision. In using this model, the Centpr has
been directly involved in over 50 projects', ranging front individual
courses to entire curricula, and has worked with over 200 faculty mem-
ber& While the'Cenler is still supporting sprhe single course pthjects,
there has been a tendenCy over its five-year history for schools and de-

partments to 'request Centi involvement in projects of far greater

magnitude. For example, some.recent projects of the Center have 'in-
eluded a 12-credit calculus sequence, a freshman-year School of Archi-

tecture Design Core, competency-based Music Education and Synaes-
thetic Education programs, A curriculum design project in gerontology

and a new undergraditate cuiriculum design effort in the university's
School of Education. ,

This Center seems to be accepted as an established part of the
academic administration at_Syracuse. It is financed with.$275,000 per

year in "hard money" from the regular .un,,versity budgetnot by

outside grants (Gross 1975, p. 4). In 1974-73 the University Senate's
budget .comMittee reexamined every major activity to decide_ where

to belt-tighten, and commissioned a study to determine whether the-

, Center deserved continued support. The study revealed overwhelming
endorsement 'among faculty . members and departments that had'
worked with thetenter.

According to Diamond:

A Center like this one can be established by any small -histitution . .

[Syracuse enrolls 10,000 undergraduates and ,with only a modest endow-
ment derives most of its operliting income froM ulinoll I lk would Jake
an initial Investment of under S00,1100 and some dribat would be re-

_ sources and People already pailable merely needing to be redeployed
.and focused in ;i new way '. instructimal development is much more a
'matter of institutional commitment than of throwing _mongy oe-media
at your problems. (Gross 1975, P: ;I)
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A College Consortium for Faculty DevelopmentGreat Lakes
Colleges Association's (GLCA) Consortial Experiment in Faculty
DeveloPment

In 1973, a Kalamazoo English teacher, then acting president of
GLCA, selected a group of.teachers to become a task force on improV-
ing teaching. That task force, representing a variety.of disciplines and

. 12 GLCA schaols, became. the Professional ActivitiesCommittee that
spawned a proposal for a faculty development program. With only
minor modifications_the proposal survived the critical scrutiny of
both the GLCA Academic Cmmcil and Board and was seeded by a
grant from the -Lilly Endowment, Inc., to run from July 1974 to
June 1977.Financial support for the program is expected _to be'ov'er,
$400,000 from Lilly and over $200,000- from the colleges during this
experimental period.

Government of the program is by an advisory board of GLCA
teachers and administrators and includes an employed staff of three
people, two on a part-time basis. Board members are appointed by
the GLCA president for the purpose of approving policy, offering
critical advice and, in some cases, assisting the staff in implement-
ing the program.

Elements of the program include teaching fellowships, a con-
,

sultant service, interinstitutional workshops on individual teaching
issues, and the 'development of bibliographic and other resources.
Both the elements and the organization of the Program are ,being
tested and criticized. Participants in any aspect of the Program are
asked for, evaluations.

Teaching FellowshipsTwo rounds of GLCA Teaching Fellow-
ships, supporting excellence in teacking, will have been completed
by June 1977. Thirty-four GLCA faculty members are now finishing
Fellowship responsibilities lind more than forty new Fellows gathered
for an initial conference in the spring of 1976. Appointecl,,by their in-
dividual institutions on the basis of "potential for growth in teach-
ing," Fellows are commissioned to work toward personal professional
objectives, to assume responsibilities for stimulating interest in teach-
ing issues on their home campuses, and to meet with the entird group
of Fellows to , examine liberal education both in philOsoplw and
classsroom applications.

The apPlication procedure this year eniphasized potential relation-
ships between a Fellow's,long4erm professional growth and his or her
examination, through a project, of any of a wide range of in-

ructional, philosophical, and institutional concerns. The new Fel-
lows are not required to make final project' -plans until this summer's
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yorkshops are concluded, but preliminary proposals indicall 171-

;crest in such diverse issues as- teaching writing, designing new cur-
ricula in urban nd women's studies, retraining in Renaissance ,and
art history, reaching less able students, using computer-assisted in-

,

struction, and evaluating the structure of liberal education.
4

The 1976-77 Fellows met for a ,weekend conference in- April' and
attended two workshop sessions, lasting 'more than a week each, in

-June and July. The first session of the summer workshop included a
colloquia on values in liberal education, programs on classic teaching
styles, learning theories and methodologies, and opportunities to
examine personal styles of learning and teaching. A general emphasis
of the second session, in which spouses of Fellows were invited to
participate, was on changing patterns in careers and life-styles.

The newly-appointed group of Fellows is more heterogenous than
the first round. A-disproportionate number of the first group were
social scientists and a majority were assistant professors.. The new
group represents, in almost equal number, the humanities and both
the social and the natural sciences, and nineteen new Fellows are
associate or full professors. Also; to date 'almost twice as many women

have been selected as in the previous round of ,Fellowships.

Consultant ServiceThe Consultant Service was established in
October 1975 to create .the opportunity for an individual or a
small group of faculty to discuss teaching .issue's with a colleague
from another campus. The.Service is designed to encourage teachers

to examine issues relevant to their own teaching and to discuss and
work on these systematically with as much freedom from carnyus
social and rolitical pressuresas possible. This basic use oft the
Service is increasing; but expressed needs of a slightly different

variety have resulted in a logical, but unanticipated outgroWth of the

Consultant Service--mini-workshops." To date, these one-clay con-
ferences have gathered faculty members from three or four neighbor-

ing colleges to consider such topics as the teaching of foreign lan-
guages, videotaping of teaching, and the purchase, maintenance, and
operation of audiovisual equipment.

Interinstitutional WorkshopsThe interinstitutional workshops are
the element of the Faculty Development Prograin's first three years of
activity that touched the greatest number of GLCA faculty members.
GLCA interinstitutional workshops have been scheduled by faculty

request _and planned by faculty members. Each workshop is designed
around one central teaching issue and brings together between 30 and
50 participants, usually for two or three days. The ,workshop is
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geared to encourage follow-up activity within the participating in-
stitutions and to continue intercampus exchange.

The six workshops held in 1975.76 were: Student-Faculty Rela-
tions, Teaching of Urban Studies, The Uses of the Outdoor Environ-
ment for Teaching and Research, The-Women's Studies Workshapr
The Woikshop on Teaching Writing, and The Summer Simulation
Workshop. Each was proposed and, after approval )3r:the Faculty
DevelopmentBoard, phnned by faculty membsrs-frorn one or more-
GLCA institutions. There was no other_conimon.recinirement; and
while the program offered counsel ,andinancial assistance, the style,,
format and basic 9bjectives were the resp6nsibility of the faculty
members planning the workshop.

EvaluationDuring-1975 an "external review team" was employed
t-o visit campuses, review evaluation reports and assist in.a variety_ of
'Ways with formative assessment of .the program's elements and the
impact on individuals and institutions. The team then proposed that
the next phase of the program' should primarily. be evaluated from
within, although each member of the team agreed to continue in a
special relationship to the program,

In summary, the twelve GLCA institutions share a common com-
ment to liberal education, .yet represent both varied resources and

considefable differences- in approach and philosophy. The program
administrators believe most good teachers want to improve pro-
fessionally, and they believe coming together from different institu-

us' stimulates thinking and fosters broader bases of support' for
bpth teachers and colleges. A prime goal of the program has been to
keep aware of and centered on -the ,needs represented by diverse in-
stitutions, while giving support and encouragement to each (Reed and
Scholl 1976, pp. 1-3).

A Statewide Program for Faculty DevelopmentFlorida's Cornmnnity
cioyege Staff and Program Development (SPD) Project

In 1968 the Florich legislature approved a special statewide fund-
ing PTgram for staff and program development (SPD) for the state's
community colleges. Under.this progfam, the colleges were to receive
initial Funding at the rate of 3 percent of college salaries for staff_
developinent activities. In,1973, a new procedureJor-deterrniiiing the

_ --apportionment of state funds to_Florida'S-28 community college dis-
tricts was enacted. The-riew funding procedure law removed' staff
and_prograiii development .authorization and formulation from law.
State Board of Education Rule 6A-14.29 now provides the authority
for the SPD program and provides the allocation. formula'. Further
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direction for administering the SPD program remains with the State
Board's Division of Community -Col Ickes, and funding is now at the
rate of 2 percent of each collegCs previous year's apportionment for
current operation (Division of Community Colleges 1976, p. 1).

A Staff and Program Development Guidelines Comfnittee, consist-
ing of representative members of the community college system, aids
the Florida Division of Community Colleges in maintaining guide-
lines for the SPD program. The SPD program is coordinated by a sys-
tett of one.SPD representative from each community college. At the
college level, hdwever, a variety of staff development models are in
operation, ranging from the nse of staff development committees and
comprehensive programming to one-man operations and limited-
focus projects.

Under the program each college SPD coordiniitor is required to
submit three forms in the planning and evaluation of his or her
college's staff and program development activities to the Division of
Community Colleges. The first form is the "Five-Year Goals,Plan."
On this form are identified the long-range goals for staff and ,n-ogram
development as determined 6y the college. Each year the colleges are
required to review their plans and submit either an updated or con-,
tinued "Goals Plan." The second form required by the Division is
the "Activity Evaluation." On this form are reported the evaluations
of staff and 'program development activities. An Activity Evaluation
is prepared for each discrete activity. Finally, .a "Financial Report
Summary" form is submitted with'eachcollection of Activity ,Evalua-

tion Forms.
Basic to the staff and program development concept is that it is not

a device_to obtain more operating funds for the-community colleges.
The useof staff and program development funds to pay for normal
operating expenses is not permitted under this system. Since staff and
program development funds are appropriated for staff and program
development purposes, the following restrictions are in,operation:

I. SalariesFunding new I thins with staff and program development
money, viten tu thai i ,cd is iittlited to planning- and initiating new pro-

' grams. The payment of salaries for such positions from staff and program
development fiftuk is lirnited to a maxinatm of three years.
Putuling existing positions with staff and program develop'ment .money,-
Whgn authorized, is blotted to in-nviding released lime for 'planning or
study which contributes -directly and measurably to progam develop-
ment. ,Staff god program development funds may be used, for salary in-
creases 'or, fringe benefits only for positlias supported from, staff ,and
program development funds.
Salary payllielltS '16C tO,alleiiiillica to pi oga cm initiation 6r improvemen
rather than expansion of aistiug programs.
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2. EquiPmeniPurchasing equibment with staff and prograrn develop-
ment funds is limited to program initiation or improvement rather than
expansion of existing programs. In addition, the equipment must not
merely.-dirplicate or replace existing equipment; Merely increase existing
inventories; or meet regular on;Mng equipment needs. Eqitipment pur,_
chased with staff and program ne:..ippment funds must 'not accounr:for
more than fifteen per cent of_the-itaff and program developinent alloca-
tion of the college for Ake-fear of purchase. A -6zalege-rild-y request authori-
zation from the Division of Community Colleges to exceed this limita-
lion on the hasis of special justification.
A limitation- of three years applies to equipment rental and equipment

6

incremental purchases.

3. ContingencyA..hudgeted contingency' is permitted in an amount not
to _exceed two percent of the staff and program developmeni allocation
of the:college for the ycap of the contingency. Expenditure of contingency '
funds must be consistent with thc guidelines. -

4. Self,StudyStaff and program development funds must not bc used to
pay ihe direct costs of meeting Southern Association or other accrediting
agency self-study requirement& (Division of Communily Colleges 1976.
P. 7)

From 1969 to 1975 Florida's wo-year colleges have spent $ 4,374;
296 on their SPD Programs. Their 1974-75 expenditures ,alone
amounted to $2,421,S66. Table 6 provides a description Of SPD
expenditures hy Program Planning and Budget System (PPBS) pro-
gram areas for 1974-75.

It can be seen from this table that most of the funds in 1974-75
were spent on instructional staff. However, this program does not limit
expendittires to only full-time teaching faculty. Funds in this system
have been and are being spent on Piograrns for administrative,
clerical, and Other support staff (Zion and Sutton 1973, pp. 41=51).
In summary, one might describe the Florida SPD model as a compre-
hensive staff developmene system that includes organizational 'as
well Els personal and instrudional development components.

A Regional Consortium, for Faculty DebeloPmentKansas City
Regional Council for Education's Center for
Professional Devedopment

In 1972 the Kansas City. Regional 'Council for Higher. Education
(KCRCHE) began to shift its programs and services increasingly into
the area of pi-ofessional. development. In 1974 the Center for ro
:fessional Development was established by a three=year grant of $02,._
.150 from ,the W. K. .Kellogg Foundation. It was agreed that re.
soprcesboth cash and in-kindfrom -KCRCHE's central program
hti'dget and from the) paititipating colfeges and universities would
also be committed-to the Center annually. Member eontribUtions have
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taken the form of an annual $500 institutional fee, p forrhula
matching for grants made by the Center to homptampus I pro-
fessionals. The Center's budgets for the two -years of its operation,
with a projection for the third year, yield the following totals (Gaige
1976, p. 7):

Year WKKF

jy

KCRCHE &
Members Total,

1974-75 $50,250 $25,066 $ 75,316

1975-76 75,950 33,842 109,792

1976.77 75,950 31,469 107,419
(projected)

3-year totals $202,150 $90,377 $292,527

There are approximately 2,500 faculty members and administrators
the member institutions -of IcCRCHE. They teach in and ad-
ister three public and one private community college, one large

urb state university, 10 private liberal arts colleges, mos 0 em
locat d in rural communities, and one private college o

The -enter was staffed in its first year by one full pr ssional
--and- in: i Tiëthñd year b- =another h adjunct- staff
drawn prima eges and universities of
KCRCHE, and with assistance as well- from other progTam officers on
the KCRCHE professional staff. A detailed description of the Center's
services is contained in a program brochure, but its major components

-can be summarized as follows:

Services for !metal lg effectiveness and_ retia
Individual services ate available to those who want to increase their
teaching effectiveness or to prepare for new teaching assignments within
the -home institution. Such services ' include in-class observation and
evaluation of the teacher's classroom performance; assistance_with....the-----
development of course materials, te4ching-math:611K -itia-friodels of course
organization; .assistance with proposal-writing for support of the in._
dividual's professional developrnein, projects; 'and -help with sabbatical'
and long.range career planning.. To these ends, private consultation,
workshops, information services, and short-term internships are available
in and I iirough the Center.

Services for'.administrative effectivene4icrnW ritrainirig;
Individual services are available to..,:tildscf,,.-_T?..,,b6 want to increase- their
administrative effectiveness, or EC prOA're.inr_ new teaching assignments
within. the ,home institution. Such servic'el irKlude on-the-job observat
tion and eialfiation2 ni...J.Le-ae-r-k.frst.1---a-ter-%---wet-t---mtftsTrrrautc,"21siSrafiTe--
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with materials.- administrative iiictliods, and models of administrative
org:tniration; assistance with proposal-writing for support of the indi-
vidual's professional development projects; help with sabbatical and
long-range career planning. To these ends, privau: consultation, work-
-shops,-- information services, and short-term internships are available in,
and through the Center.

Personal services:
The Center gives particular attenti ri to issues which arise in, the pro-
fessional life-cycle. New teachers get assistance with standard and non-
traditional classroom methods, independent study, course design, biblio-

graphical resources, student-advising. and long-range career planMng.
Mid-career professionals get assistance with interest-aptitude testing, in-
dividual consultation, and group discussion of mid-career interests and
problems. Pre-retirement planning offers timely attention to financial,
avocational, and other aspects of retirement. Career asSeSSIIICTli and relo-

cation services include help with preparation of professional resumes,
testing and assessment of career alternatives, and job-search procedures

for those whose contracts are not renewed. Psychological services,both
individual and group. are available to those who face especially difficult

career -ar personal problems.

Information services:
By virtue of its location within the Kansas City Regional Council for
Higher Education, the Center can provide each individual professional

with a direct link to a wide information-network, both within the
KCRCHE meiliber-campuses, And beyond them in the wideir community
of higher education. The KCRCHE staff constantly -monitor the broad
field of professional practice to rind out what is happening whew, who

is doing it, how it is being done,'and whether or not it works. Informal'
Lion is also available on regional and national conkrences, professional
meetings, ,advanced-degree and post-doctoral programs, and funding op-
poriunities. (Gaige 1976. pp. 3,4)

'Two things- in particular distinguish the operational style of the
Center for Professional_ Development. First, the members of its staff
work primarily on a one-to-one basis with individual teachers and
administrators from the member campuses. Group activitieswork-
shops and conferencesare conducted to deal efficiently and cost-
effectively with common areas of interest and need and to provide the
staff with , a wide range of initial contacts that may result in in-
dividual consultation; but in spite of its staff-intensive character, the

staff at the -Center has become convinced that one-to-one consulta-
tions are the most effective and relevant way in which professional
assistance can be provided. Secondly, complete confidentiality is as,
sured to all who request the services of the Center. With the full
support of the participating institution, it is'clearly understood 'that
the Center staff will make no report to the home campus on their
relationships with clients, ezcept at a client's request.

EvaluationThe Center for Professional Development has gathered
some useful masurys of its work. Since 'its inception in September
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of 1974, the Center's staff has worked with 335 campus professionals
in direct, one-to-one consultation. Additionally. 543 persons have been
in attendance at Center-sponsored conferences 'and workshops, some
of which were delivered directly to member campuses, and some of
which were held at a central location. Finally, the Center has ex-
pended $28,4990 in grants to 115 people, who received an additional
$7,125 in. 4:1 matching funds from their home institutions.

There has been further assessment of the Center's effectiveness and
impact. An evaluation of Center operations was conducted by Dr.
Laurence N. Barrett, currently professor of English at Kalamazoo
College. In the concluding section of his evaluation Dr. Barrett com-
mented on- the KCRCHE project: "No program of professional de-
velopment in this writer's knowledge has achieved so much in one-
to-one contacts With individual faculty" (Gaige 1976, p. 6.

Lessons LearnedGaige (1976) believes that the following insights
have been gained in this project:

I. One- o-one assistance to individual faculty members and administra-
tors, . . . is the most effective way to assist them.
2. There is no longer any question about the usefulness of this con-
sortium-based professional development program as it relates to support
of individuals on the campuses. . . .

3. Advantages pf this conscirtium-based professional development Pro-
gram in comparison to single institution-based programs.

a. The consortium-based program -is more cost-effective. .

b. As mentioned above, the oinsortium creatcs a relatively large pool
-of resource people who are available as local consultants . . .

c. Individuals often feel less threatened in discussing their profession-
related problems-with someone from the consortium's central office
than =thcy do with a colleague from their own institution. . . .

4. Disadvantages of the consortium-based professional development pro .
gram in comparison to single institution-based programs.

a. It is difficult for the consortium-based program to obtain as much
_ visibility on a campus as a campus-based program would have. . .

b. Thus, although the consortium program can be of, significant
iistanceo maividuals on the campuses, lE has more' difficulty than
many campus-bascd progiams in achieving institution-wide impact.

5. The type of one-to-one assistance -xyllich we undertake is staff intensive:
A great deal of our time is taken up in working with a relatively few
individuals, '200 to 300 this year. Because we believe it is important that
our program have impact on the member institutions as well as upon
individuals, we have decided to shift our focus. Instead of broadcasting'
onr ,services Po all 2,501) faculty members and administrators and then
assisting whoever conies forward. we will focus our publicity effotti and
our attention& on the faculty metnbers and administrators 'at likely
to have an impact on their instititutions; that is, the department and divi-
sion chairpersons, the presidents, deans and several other,Iley adminisira-
tors. . We will begin to spend a larger percentage orour time organizv
i ng_worksh ups



Descriptions of Selected Student
and Faculty Evaluation Programs

It is indeed surprising that more good descriptions of university
and community college faculty evaluation programs cannot be found
in higher education literature today. Miller (1974) has described the
evaluation program at Texas Christian and Boyd and Schietinger
(1976), have given us eight general examples of faculty evaluation
procedure's in the Southranging from :faculty evaluation at a pri-
vatly controlled liberal arts college for men to faculty evaluation at
a d xtoral degree-grantihg state university. Beyond these reviews and
the descriptions of Genova (1976) and Miller (1974) of various Mu-
det ratings forms, very few summaries exist of institutional faculty
evaluation systems. This section has been included to acquaint the
reader with a few examples of some recently developed student and
faculty evaluation systems in our colleges and universities.

A Student Evaluation Syste Purdue University's
Cafatcria" System for Course:and Instructor Evaluation

'The staff of Purdue 1iniversity's Measurement and Research Center
(MRG), in the'spring4f1972, created "Cafethria," a computer-assisted .

system for buildinOilOr-made student rating instruments and for
analyzing responses'q-o them. Under this system-each instructor selects

from a catalog-of rating scale items those that _fit his needs. Alter-

patives to this procedure include item selection by students or by
faculty and 'student conimittees. To each selected set, a standardized
and nonoptional "core" of five items is automatically, added. These
core items serve both for comparisons across and betWeen members
culd they. assure that each Of five reeurring factors, facets, or di-
mensions of teaching ate represented,

Cafeteria encourages and requireS considerable faculty participation.
The appliCability ,and fairness of each catalogued item becomes ,a
faculty decision. Quite literally, each instructor 'shops 'for' a Match
between charaCteristics of his courseits focus, content style, and
goalsand_orthe questions by which the course is then evaluated.

ProCedures that the systernuses are relatively fieW, alchough-the--con
cept 'and its application were suggested by McKeachie, who ,Wrote:
"It may be desirable for instructors to devise different specific clues.
Lions' for their use while only a few broad question are used for
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the entire faculty." He also wrote that "an important principle here
is that one is most hkely to use information ones wants. Thus, if we
want profeSsors to use information from student ratings, our purpose
is most likely to be achieved if we use items he has asked to in-
chide" (McKeachie 1969, pp. 439443).

Cafeteria was developed as an information retrieval system out of
a realization that instructional evaluation had become increasingly
decentralized. The number of entirely tailor-made student rating
scales has proliferated in the United States. To retrieve and centralize
evaluation results, MRC's staff collected these scales, edited them to
conform to a single resp6nse pattern, and placed this item pool in
computer storage. A Catalog was then published and distributed to
the Purdue faculty.

The operations for this system are outlined below:

I. Front thc catalog, each instructor selects items which best fit individual
requirements and interests. Items are recorded by catalog number On
special request (mins. which are then mailed to a processing center..

2. At the processing center identification numbers are assigned.- a control
card is generated. and the request fin m is input to the computer. On
command. the computer builds the' tailmed tating instrument and
-directs. printing nf these in quantit!; on- a Uncprinter.

3. The instructor administers the rating instrument to his/her class and
returns completed resporfsc sheets (or cards) to ihe processing center.

. .

lmrate report is generated for each classroom administration and
are sent to instructors. When all evaluations for a single semester

have been pro.ffessed. a report containing item lesponse characteristics
and mums 15 written and diSiributed to faculty. All reportMg and norming
sequences are computer-assistrd. (Dem, Seibert. Starry, V:in Horn and ,
Wright, 1971. p.

Participation in.the,Cafeteria program at PUrdue and elsewhere has
taken one of three forms, which are summaried in Table 7 according
to the' primary components of each.- To every rating instrument, re-
gardless. of the form of participation, the University Core is always

,added, Thus, each Participating instructor is evaluated over a On .
mon' set `t'zsf iterns.

The Options listed in Table 7 potain to the standardized alterna-
tiveS foe participation in Cafeteria. periodically; departments ,and/or
instructois have had special requests 'for service beyond standardized
options and these have been accommodated Nvhenever possible,in,this
system.
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Table 7. Item Selection Froccduresfor Three Forms of Participation
ire Cafeteria.

Typical Number
of Items em Selection Procedures

Option I: Instructor Partkipation

15-25 Instructor selects items from the Catalog
3 Instructor Writes items of special interest

RMC adds University Core automatically

OPtion 2: Instructor and Department Part c lion

9-13 Instructor selects items from the Catalog
5 Instructor writes items of special interest

8-12 DepartMent selects a core items
5 MRC adds Univeriity Core automatically

Qplion 3: Department Standardi:cs a Rating Seale

20-25 Department comMittee selects items from Catalog
5 MRC adds University Core automatically

ce: Derry. J. O. et al. The Cafeteria 'System: A New Approach to Course and,
Instructor Evaluation. 1Vest Lafayette Indiana: Nfeasurement and Research '

Center, Purdue University, 1974. Repfinted by Permissimi.

The core in this system serves as an_ abbreviated, standardized rat-
ing scale that is nonoptional, meaning that a common set of items
appears automatically in each rating scale. Currently, five items corn-
prise the core and these were selected as being widely applicable to__
many different teaching situations:

_

L My instructor motivates me to do my best work:
2. Course assignments are ii;tereiiing and stimulating.

5. 'My instructor explains difficult material elearly.,.
4. Overall, this course is a-111ring the 'best I have taken.

5. Overall, this instructor is among the best teachers 1 have known Derry
et al., 1974, p. 20).

For these core items, an instructor receives a norma we ranking
based upon selected norm groups. Since participation has not been ,
mandatory for most departments at Purdue, those faculty who have
been evaluated constitute-1a self-selected sample. Nonetheless, items in
the core have produced "nbrmal" distributions, suggesting that will-,
ingness to conduct evaluation transcends reported performance.
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In addition to safeguards provided by confidentiality policies,
Cafeteria's computer programs have been designed to routinely delete
the instructor's name from all computer files. Such information is not
necessary to Cafeteria's functions beyond the initial report-writing
stage.

Shortly after Cafeteria's inception, the Measurement. and 'Research
I Center received requests for information from other colleges and uni-

rsities ,about the system. Thus, during the system's development at
Purdue, care has been taken to create. a "Cafeteria" that could be
used at other institutions. The systdm's four FORTRAN compute!.
programs .were designed to run on inexpensive minicornputers; a
systems manual, including information on operations, procedures and
programs, has been written. The system, complete with pragrams pn

\. source decks, the manual, Che 200-item Catalog, and its correspond-
ing item ,norms, can be oinained by way ora licensing agreement with
the Purdue Research Foundation. The cost is typically 5300 per year.
However, costs for operating a local Cafeteria system have been
found to vary from institution ta institution. The cost at Pindue Uni-
versity is about I 1 cents per student. In addidon, each Cafeteria,
user school has participated 4n a cooperative data exchange-, so that
norms for Cafeteria have bean established for_a----t-inde range of in-

ictor and course characteristics.
Approxhnately 50 instituttorrilire notv using Cafeteria,. including

the Universitiet; of CaliforniaDavis, Michigan, Alabamal-=Birming-
,ham, WisconsinWhitewater, Tannessee, Wyoming, Ohio -Suite Uni-
versity, and Memphis State nirty others are experimenting with this
system'. Within Indiana, about 30 colleges and universities use the

m, including both state-supported and private institutions.

A; Community College Faculty Evaluation Program
Burlington County College's Evaluation,
Reviews, and Appeals.Procedure -

A- number of coMmunity colleges anoirnd the country are presently
experimenting with administrative systems that elnploy "management
by objectives" (MBO) .(Harnilton and Hinko, 1!176). Burlington
County College in Temberton,- New jersey, is one such colleR,. Over
a two-year period, _a joint committee of faculty and adminrstrators
at Burlington produced a faculty evaluation plan that, iS closely re-
lated'to the administrative maniigement-by-objectives program of .the
college an'd ko, the college's_ -objective-based, systematic approach to
instruction: (Pierce and Schrocdc 7 ) . This plan Ivas approved by
the college's administration and ratified and accepted for implemen--
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tation by a vote the college's faculty..Under this plan, a faculty

member and his or her divisional chairperson 'establish the specific
objectives to be accomplished within the dcademk Year. The ob-
jectives are based upon specifically stated -instructiOnal and in-

utional evaluative criteria and are, agreed to by _both: the faculty
member and division chairperson. Also, the method by width the at
tainment of these objectives is to be evaluated is subject to this
agreement, and an- overseeing committee of faculty 'and administrators
(the' Evaluation Practices and Appeals. Cominittee; or FPRAC) has

been elected to adjudicate any conflicts that arise. Finall, the chair- .

person or the faculty member, if either so chooses, may agree-to-the
assignment of two divisional faculty members who will assist the chair-.

person in evaluating, the success of the faculty member in meeting
the stated objectives.
' How the Plan FutictionsThe Evaluation Practices, Reviews, and

Appeals procedure begins with a preevaluation conference between
. .

the faculty member to be'evaluated and his or her diVisional chair-
person. This conference is designed to resolve three basic ciuestions.

First, a decision-is made as to whether die evaluation _Will be formal

or informal. An informal evaluation consists solely of the chairperson

and faculty member reaching agreement on the"'objectives \ of the'

faculty member and the stibmissipn by, the_ faculty member, of a self-

evaluation complete with relevant data to the chairperson by the
end of the second semester of that. acarlemic,,year. In' the case of a
formal evaluation, a choice of evaluator(s) and the choice of ob-
jectives, Methods, and evidence of attainment are required. A fOrmal
evaluation must take place every third year for tenured faculty mem-
bers, with an informal evaluation held in, other 'years. Nontenured
faculty at the college are evaluated formally each= year. Second, the

.chairperson and the faculty member agitcas to whether the evalua-
tion will he done, by an evaluadon, team consisting of two members

of the faculty_member's division, the divisional chairperson, and..the
faculty member or by the faculty member and his division chair-
person alone. Third, agreement is reached on the specific objectives
to be accomplished during the academic year, the method for ac
complishing the objectives, and the types of evidence to show the
objectives have been attained. These ,matters are mutually resloVed

by November of each academic year Pierce and Schroeder 1974,

p. 28).
Once final agreement has been attained on the total evaluation

plan, the plan is implemented- and-the necessary_data
expected that the information collected will support' the progress of
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the faculty m6mber in meeting his or her objectives. Faculty members
are strongly encouraged under this approach to use the results of
student evaluation in their evaluation plan. All data is submitted to
the evaluation teath or the chairperson by January 15 Of each aca-
demk year:The team or chairperson then constructs a 'written evalua-
tion report based upon the stated objectives. This written report-and
rating are completed by February 15. The rating can be satisfactory,

,questionable, or unsatisfactory. In the case of a satisfactory evalua-
,tion, the rirocedure ends. If the rating is questionable or unsatis-
factory, the division chairperson is required to place with the evalua-
don data a description of the efforts he has made to help the faculty
member to progress satisfactorily during -the academic year. "The
facult'Y Member has until March 1 to respond to the evaluation, the
rating, and the chairperson's statement on his aid to the faculty
mernber. Subsequent to March 1, a file is compiled consisting of all
evaluative information relevant to the faculty member in question.
This file-consists of all informatiOn generated in the implementation

f the evaluation, the report of the evaluation teain (if a team has
-been utilized), the chairperson's repuct of his developmental as-

sistance to the faculty Member, and the facility member's response
to the team or chairperson.

System CoordinatirmAction c be iniuiale -the
EValtiation Practices Review and-Appeah Committee (EPRAC) chair-
person by either the faculty inember,_ being evaluated or by any
evaluation team member including, in this situation the chairperson.
Once 'initiated, the protedure directs the EPRAC chairman to re-
quest' data from . all parties: the faculty member, the evaluation
team, and/or the division chairperson. Hearings are scheduled at
which both parties to the dispute are allowed to present testimony.

. . ,

Based on the hearing, EPRAC renders its-decision as to whether die
evaluation was conducted aCtording to stated procedures and informs
all parties to the evaluation as well as the dean of instruction. The

.decision of the committee is binding on all parties. If the EPRAC de-
cides that the evaluation W a s propeily conducted, then the original
rating stands. If the EPRAC is not satisfied, then it may recommend
that all or part of the process be repeated or that' further data be
submitted by any or all parties to the evaluation process. The
EPRiit will then again review the materials and pass judgment on

_the procedure as related t6 the rating awarded. The EPRAC does not
recommend, action concerning sanctions or dismissals. It merely

--iiidgeS-the procedural aspects of the evaluation process v;Tith respect
to the final rating bestowed by the evaluator (s). The division chair-
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person zil-1(1' clean tutu decide what action is to be taken if the ques-
- tionable or unsatisfactory rating is found to be valid. The EPRAC is

compokd of faculty members .(six) and administrators (three) (p..

29),

in addition to the evaluation procedures, the joint committee on
evaluation has also developed a list of 26 specific criteria on which
faculty members base their annual objectives. These criteria' fall into
two major categories: (1) instructional performance (preparation,
implementation, and evaluation),, and (2) responsibilities as m mem-
ber- of the college community (committee service, general divisional
responsibilities, community'affairs, submission of appropriate teports,:-
siudent advising, punctuality, professional growth, professional con-
duct, and the voluntary assumption of extra responsibilities). Thirteen
of the 17 Criteria, in the :area of instructional performance are man-
datory: (mnst have nnual objectives based on them), while six of the
nine criteria in the area of the college community are mandatory
(Pierce and Schroeder 1974, pp, 31-32),

;- These evaluative criteria are vieWed as parameters that define the
institutional role of a teaching faculty member at Burlington County
College,,Objectives set by the fttculty member as a basis iorr, his or her
evaluation are to be based on these criteria A faculty membee&bb--
jectives may satisfy more than one criterion; cbnversely,
criterion set may be, satisfied by,ynore than one objeetive, These
criteria are not meant to be all,inclusive nbr is-it intended that each
criteria will necessarily apply to each faculty-member:s objectives.

During ,the deliberations of the original joint Evaluation Com-,
mince, the EPRAC was given authority to recommend action con-
cerning sanctions or dismissals in caso of 'questionable or unsatis-
factory evaluations. However, this was changed at the will of the
general faculty, which preferred that the EPRAC- be involved only to
determine that the procednres bad-been properly followed and that
the evaluation was fairly conducted.'

i'ierce and Schroeder (1911) believe that this process prbvides
evaluative criteria that delineate the job expectations the college hold5
concerning its teaching faculty, and allows rnatinum flexibility in the
areas of the Anfinal objeetives of the facuity.member and Lite methods
by which the evaluation is to beconducted. Finally, they feel that the
plan allows the utmost faculty inVolvement in' the canning of the
evaluation design through peer participation in assessing the out
comes (p. 32).
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National Center's Faculty Evaluatum ProgramKansas Slate
University'i Center fOr Faculty Evaluation and Development
In Higher Education
-The Center for Faculty Evaluation and Development in Higher

Education has been created by the Kansas Baard of Regents at Kansas
State University .to facilitate the efforts of faculty members at colleges
aryl universities across the nation as they pursue their teaching
activities and other. professional responsibilities. Three interrelated-
problems constitute the principal concerns of the Centers. They are:

'

1:' The design and testing of effective assessment and improvement stra-
'es in the areas of: .

a. instructional ..ifectiveness
b. non-teaching faculty activhic,s
c. departmental chairperson activities;

2. The dissemination of proven, ionovative assessment and improvement
strategks and

The development of supportive services for institutions impleme in
faculty evaluation and development programs (itilci 1970, p.

Kansas State Iliiiversity received a substantial two-year grant front
the W. K. Kellogg Foundation of Battle Creek, Michigan, in 1975 to
support die Cenier in its nationwide efforts. In a effort to ,continue
the broad range of activities it is presently undertaking, the Center is
planning to become self-sustaining through revenues generated fltrni
fees charged forspecific educational services and materials.

While drawing upon the experience of a staff from several colleges
and universities, the Center has ,been built on more than seven year:,
of activity in faculty evaluation and development at Kansas State
University (KSU). The initial thrust of this effort was underlaken in
1968 -69 by Donald P;Hoyt, Director of the KSU Office of Educational
Resources. With thc assistance ,or a small U. S. Office of Education
grant, -a unique student-rating instrument was developed that, by
providing useful feedback, could serve as a guide to instructional im-
provement. In 1970-71, Richard E. Owens waS appointed as Director
of the KSU Offiee of Educational Improvement- and Innovations and
inaugurated a successful on-campus faculty development program.
During Subsequent years, refinements and improvements were made
both in th--tati-ng instrument and in Ow complementary faculty de-
velopment efforts at KSU.
_ ActivitiesAn initial program of the Center has been. the Instruc-
-tional Development and EffectiVeness Assessment Systemthe IDEA
systemwhich is available tO all colleges and universities oti an in.
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stitution-by-institut ion, fee-far-service basis. When compared with
other approaches that utilize student appraisal of instruction, the
IDEA system has two unique characteristics. First, the IDEA system
defines inhruclional effectiveness as reports by students of their
progress on those teaching objectives the faculty member specified as
important for that particular course. Second, the IDEA system-identi-
fies strong and weak teaching methods or-proredures related to stu-
dent progress on the specified .objectives. As a- consequence, the
IDEA system has the capability of producing significant improvement
in instructional effectiveness.

In brief, the IDEA system provides -the faculty Member with the
opporwnity to identify his or her own teaching objectives --for a
particular course from a list of ten inclusive objectives, and then
asks the students in ,that course to aSsess their progress on the ob-
jectives. The IDEA system also asks- students to report on the fre-
quency of twenty sPecific teaching procedures used by the faculty
member in the classroom, which are then reported as relative
strengths or weaknesses. When low ratings on one or more of the
Eaculty-designated teathing obl'ectives_occur in conjunction with low
ratings on one or more of the relevant teaching procedures, then the
teaching procedures that need modification become apparent and-the-
starting point for faculty development arc:lets is identified.

The services and- materials provided by the Center to institutions
using the IDEA system on a fee-for.service basis include the IDEA
Survey Form- camp/cleft hy the-:students phis related administrative
forms and materials,. computer-based scoring services and a presenta-
doa of results to indivithinf:f;ieiiity- in -the IDEA Report, and the
IDEA Interpretive Guide' and the System Handbook, The Center
also provides the services of a team of /educational development
specialists and consultants at no additional fee to those institutions
that fully participate, in the program. The Center staff, with the,,as-
sistance of outside consultants, conducts seMiannual training work-

shops for tliose individuals who coordinate the use of the IDEA
system on their campuses.

EvaluationEvaluation indices to be considered in assessing the
Center project will include the following:

1. The number of institutions uciliLing the materials and seryices avail-
able from the Center, and the levels of use.
2. The effects of Center services and materials at participating institu
lions?

The development of the IDEA Handbook .and the IDEA De-
opment Manual.
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4. Collaborative relationthips with other instItutions and associations in
higher education. (Biles 1976, pp. 5-6) .

Much of the evaluation will be conducted by' the Center staff and
its internal consultants, since the major indicators are of a "balance
sheet" nature.

Biles (1976) has commented that two important lessons learned in
this project to date are that:

Faculty evaluation and development is a topic of continuing interest in
,higher education and seems to be gaining momentum as a eOntinuing
topic of importance, Institutions of higher education are not organized
to make Prompt decisions . which is to say, it may take institutions
one to two years to reach the decision to adopt the use of the IDEA
-system (p. 7).
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GrOwth Contracting

In the field of higher education there is a lack of conSensus as to
whether or not faculty development programs and faculty evaluatinn
programs should be separated administratively in institutions of
higher learning, This lack of consensus was clearly illustrated at the
"Internatibnal Conference on Iniproving_University,Teaching," held
at the University of Massachusetts in the fair of 1974:---At the end of
this conference, the participants Nere asked to indicate whether or
not they agreed with a list of 20 proposed recommendations for im-
proving university teaching. Responses to this -survey, were receiyed
from 276 (57 percent) of the participants. Of the 20 proposed recom-
mendations, 17 were supported by more than 80 percent of these
respondents. Two of -the remaining three- recommendations were
suPported by 65 percent of the respondents. Only one recommenda-
tion was not endorsed by a majority of the respondents"that teach-

improvernent services and teaching evaluation services should be
separated administratively" (Melnik 1975. p. 5).

The recent report on faculty development centers m southern
universities prepared by Crow et al. (1976) points out that only wo
of 11 major centers reviewed in a 14-state area assisted their in-
stitutions with faculty evaluatiOn. Based on this report, one might
conclude that the trend is tow`ard a separation of faculty development-
-and faeulty evaluation programs. However, the recent research find-
ings. of the regional survey of faculty evaluation practices in southern
colleges and universities by `1160 and Schietinger (1976) suggest this
is not the case. This study found that top-levdi adminstrators in
536 institutions ranked faculty development and improvement .as the
most_important reason for faculty evaluation in their institutions
(P. 7).

Based on these findings, it cLe7nv clear to this a_ the best,
approach to faculty development and evaluation would be through
one program in our colleges and universities. From an institutional
point of view, faculty development and faculty evaluation are ap-
posite sicks of the same coin and should draw upon the same source
for information, i.c., students,, colleagues, administrators, and self,
as well as drawing on the same types of information. To conduct
faculty evahtation without providing' the faculty member with de-
velopmental assistance is a pointless exercise, particularly in light of
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the need for the development of aisting human resources in higher
education today. Similarly, the carrying out of faculty development
activities without evaluation is also a meaningless ekercise.

What is needed in higher education today, if we are to have truly
effective teaching, dre policies and programs that combine the con-
cepts of faculty development and evaluation into one program at the
depakment andf or college level; In this writer's opinion,."kiowth
contrdcts" provide the best available approach for achieVing this end.
For that reason this section is devoted to a description of college
growth contracting systems in operation today.

Hodgkinson (1973) Called for the adoption of faculty growth con-.

tracts as a viable way to demonstrate professional competence: Gaff
and Wilson (1971)*have suggested "individualized contracts'' as a use-
ful approach to establish differentiated role responsibilities, and
evaluation of :faculty (p. 480). More recently, Gross: (1976a) stated
that ". . . the use of growth contracts is one of the most suitable
means to encourage professional development and bring a greater
measure of-integrity and fairness to the process of evaluating faculty
arid,administrators" (p. 9). Growth-contracts appear to be one of the
lz%st ways to achieve -in one program the faculty development and
evaluation functions of clepartnients or colleges in American ,higher
education. .

Growth contracts in various forms have already been initiated or
experimenied with in several institutions of higher learning. The
writer is aware of the use of growth contracts or variations thereof
at IsIgw College of the University of Alabama (Tuscalonsa, -Alabama),
College of the Mainland (Texas City,' Texas), Wlmrton .County
junior\College (Wharton, Texas),_Ottawa University (Ottawa,-,Kansas ) ,

College a-Education, University of Massachusetts (Amherst), Gordon
College (Wenham, Massachusetts), Los Medanos College (California
Medical College of Virginia, Columbus College (Columbus, Georgia),
and Austin College (Sherman, Texas).

Perhaps the most well-developed growth contracting policies and
procCdures can be found at NeW sCollege, a small, nontraditional
part of the University of Alabama. Because faculty and staff mem-
bers are considered to be in a "co-/earning relationship" with stu.
dents, New College reasons that they should be evaluated, So 'all
faculty and staff members (incjuding Dr.:Neal Berte, Dean of New
College, and the clerical and secretarial staff who come in contact_

,with- students) enter into a contract to continue their learning
(Mather 1915; p, 4)..Each person under this system meets twice
yearly with another professional of his, or her choice (either the dean ,
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or a colleague to go over the contract the faculty member has drawn

up and again to see how the person 'has measured up to his or her
own goals and ,obje.ctives..The contract -itself may cover personal as
well as professional goals and often contains both. One possible major
drawback of this system is that the growth contract is not used in the
reward structureall faculty have joint'appointments and are subject,

to evaluation for promotion, reappointment, and tenure through More

traditional_ proccises within New College and their departments.
Berte argues that the separation of growth contracting from the
evaluation-for7advancement system is necessary co create a nonpunitive
atmosphere that frees faculty to be more honest (Mather.1975, p. 5).
However, it is the position of this writer that a climate of trust still
can be developed when the growth contracting process serves both

the faculty development and faculty evaluation functions of a depart-

ment, college, or university.
To illustrate this point, the growth contracting process at one in-

stitution is described where development and evaluation functions

are combined.

Growth Contracting at Gordon College
Gordon College in Wenham, .Massachusetts has recently received

a grant from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation to assist the college in

etab1ishinga growth contracting process with approximately 40 of

the college's faculty members and administrative officers (th

fourths of The fulltime faculty and members of the president's cabi-
net). The project began in January 1976 and will run through

December 1981. The general purpose of the project is the corn-
. preheniive growth of each participant 'through thelesign of an "in-

dividual development plan. Spaific objectives included are:

I. To individualize 1acu1ty:1- le responsibilities in accordance with each
Faculty member'i-particular strengths. weaknesses and interest. g

2. To encourage growth of each faculty Member commensurate with his

strengths and.rdelined.institutional role.

'! 3. To raise faculty performance hiMs individually and collectively.

4. Tp provide for a inore: precise and comprehensive basis far faculty

evaluation and consequently 4improve peusouial decisions (Gross 107Gh,

ck P. 1).

According to -Richard,Gross (1976a), president of Goftlon College,

there are several 4actors that compel educators to consider new ap.
proaches to individualized developmenk and evalti tion. Some of the

factors are:
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I- While a clearer accounting of faculty productivity seems appro-
priate, there is also need for faculty as professionals to retain the initiative
in defining their roles and areas ol needed development. Growth con-
gracts enhance accountability while at the same time grant faculty broad
prerogatives related to the specifics of their professional functioning. ,

2.-. . It is expected .that a high percentage of faculty members .will re-
main in their current positions for an . extended period of -time. Pro-
grams designed to stimulate on.going faculty growth .are a matter of first
priority if fhe.inherent disadvantages of "quota-restricted" and "tenured-
in" stable faculties ale to be minimized ... (p. 10).

Gross (1976a) maintains that faculty growth cantracts should be
based upon the following principles or assumptions:

In the first place, it must be recognized that each faculty member brings
particular strengths and weaknesses to the academic community with
which he affiliates. Accordingly, role definitions or institutional assign-
ments :Ought to be made with dile .cognizance of one's strengths. At the
same time, development plans should encourage compreheiisivq growth
and improvement of, the individual. .

Secondly, within ,the content ''of the Common responsibilities sha ed hy all
faculty there is opportunity for individualization of role definition. .

A faculty growth plan ought', to encompass all of the roles Which faculty
members 'may be' assigned in, the institution. Comprehensiveness is an
essential characteristic of any plan that seeks to eocountge total develop-
ment of faculty and is the third' principle upon which growth contracts
are based..

In addition to being individually defined, this approach to fact:thy de-
velopment would be self-imposed. lids is the fourth principle. .

Growth and achievement necessitate planning, which in turn calls for
specihicit iii the statement of objectives as well as criteria and procedures
.for assessing outcomes. The measurement of performance and growth is
the fifth characteristic or principle of individualized faculty growth con-
tracts and is absolmely esSential if succesi in this form of development
is to be realired.

. Sixth, grOwth contracts should be formulated on 'a, continuous and sys-
tematic basis. in keeping with their individualized nature they probably
ought to be of varying Periods of time according to the goals of each
faculty member and his place in the institutional, decision-making
cycle.. ,

Finally, faculty growth contracts should tic refine( the inItitutianal
reward system, To provide maxif mini motivation and incentive :for par-
ticipation, the outcomes of individually devised plans shonld provide an
important pelvective on such decisions as promotions, tenure, salary
increments and other personnel considerations (pp. 10-11).

The staff of Gordon College has committed itself to a faculty de.
velopment and evaluation program that uses growth contracting, and
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has already field LCStCd the use of 'Individualized Development
Plans" or growth contraets through a nine-month pilot study in-
volving four faculty ,and President Gross. The staff is noW Attempting
to iMplement the _principles outlined above. To date; they have,
learned that peer evaluation as a program goal' can be achieved and
that institutional:, expectations regarding faculty develcipment must
be supported:with. appropriate funding, Tli four-year grant from the.
W. KKellogg Fotindation has provided some of that necessary sup
port. The Foundation has committed $127,000 to the project through:.
December 1979, while .the College has budgeted $222,233 ::from its

- own resourc6 through December 1981 (Gordon College 19,76, p, ,3).
At the present time, Gordon College is in the process Of establishing

gnidelines for its new growth contracting system. The following guide-
lines have been:proposed: The Dean of the Faculty is to administer
the growth contract progrtirriand wilt devote APPrOximately 20 per-
cent 'of his time to the project, His involvement will consist of' con-
ferences 'with eadi participant at the early stages of the individual's
long-range phinning. Division and department chairmen are to par-
ticipate in individual profile conferences, as apprapriate, The Facuhy
Deve)opment Committee- (FDC) is to consist of one faculty 'repre-
sentative from each of 'the five academic divisions: The major areas
proposed as delegated.rcsponsibilities for the FDC are: (1) to review -

and to advise in the design of individual development plans, and to
approve tlie final drafts; (2) to advise in the selection of the evalua-
tion committees for, individual development plans; (3): to approve
budget requests for individual development pthns within budgetary
limits; (4) to maintain sufficient records to make poSsible a thorough
evaluation of the prograiri; '(5) .to submit- an annual report of the
program to the Dean of Faculty; and (6) to plan and conduct at
least one workshop on some aspect of the program annually.

Also planued is an Evaluation Committee (EC)- whose job it will
be to: (I) review the first-draft plans of participants along with. any
Faculty DeVelopment Committee suggestions, as .well as advise the
participant in, the design of his:growth contract or plan; (2). meet
with the participant to support :andtomonitor, the progress of the
faculty member as he carries out his plan; (3) review the participant's
self-assessment and the evidence he has produced; and (4) give him a
written consensus evaluation of his groWtli as a result of his plan,:
Each- participant in this system is to: (I) design all individual pro-
file as a framework for proposed actiOn ; (2) prepare an individual
development .plan; (3) _sods'''. &i ie self-imposed requirements of his
plan; (I) assess personal groWth resulting from his 'plan; and (5) re,
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port the outcome of his annual activiti s to the Faculty Development
Committee (Gordon College 1976, pp. 5-6).

It has been recommended that the procedures for implementing
gTowth at Gordon College should consist of nine major steps. These
nine steps, outlined below, would be the responsibility of the par-
ticipants.

Step I. Preparation of Individual Profile
Step, 2, Profile, Conference

Step 3. Preparation of First Draft of Individual Development Plan
SteP 4. Submission of Profile and First Draft of Annual Plan
Step 5. Preparation of Final Draft of Annual Plan.
Step 6. Submission of Final Draft of Annpai Plan to the Facuilt7 De-
velopment CoMmittee

Step 7. Carrying out of the Annual Plan
Step 7. Assessment of Growth

Step 9. Submission of Final Report to Faculty Development Committee
(Cordon College 1976, pp, 7-10).

Under step one, the individual profile is viewed as an outlinc:of
the individual's planning. int support of his proposed pbns for pro:
fessional development. It is proposed that the components of this
profile will be a written assessment of strengths. and weaknesses, a
statement of current roles, a statement of loitg-range goals, and a
synthesis of dick elements in o a gong-range development proposal
(p. 10).

For step two, the faculty member would provide a copy of his
complete profile to the Dean of Faculty and department/division
chairman,, and .would then schedule a conference to consider its major
components. Tile aim of the conference would be threefold; (1) to
suppart the fac1:1:7 member in his effo:: to .promote his own profes-
sional development; (2) to inform the academic leadership as to the
plans and efforts of individual (=thy members; and (3) ,to initiate
necessary dialogue and institutional action toward allowing for'major
changes or redefinitk'ns of role (p. 15).

It is hoped that under step three the faculty nieniber would pre-
pare a growth plan that contained a statement of personal goals,
means for accomplishing these goals, means for assessing the extent
and .quality of goal accomplishment, and btRlget requests related to
the various means of accomplishment. At this time' the faculty mem-
ber would also be expected to select an evaluation comMittee or at
least two persons whom he or she judged to he especially suited to
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assist in the design and implementation of his or her plan and in the
evaluati'on of individu.1 growth. At Gordon College the committee

members can include faculty , colleagues, administrators, students,_

alumni, or colleagues from other institutions (pp. 15-26).
As part of step four ,. the faculty member's profile and annual plan

would be assigned to two of the faculty member's colleagues on thc

Faculty Development Committee. These two faculty members would

be given the resflonsibility of preparing a ,,vritten response for the ,

faculty member, which Would contain comments and possible sug-

gesdons for improving his annual plan (pp. 26-27).
Under step five, it has been recommended that the faculty mem-

ber should meet with his Evaluation Committee and then prepare a.`

fin-Al draft of his annual plan, including procedures for monitoting
progress. It'is hoped that procedures for monitoring_will include: (I)
informal consultation by the. participant with appropriate Evaluation
COmmittee members as the need arises; (2) meetings with the faculty

.member's entire Evaluation Committee to discuss progress at least

%vice a year; (3) preparation of a written progress report to the faculty

member's Evaluation Committee half way through the year and a sub-

sequent meeting with the entire committee to review the ,progress

report; and (4) a final report-of selUassessment to the faculty mem-

ber's Evaluation Committee and a subsequer t 'meeting with that en-

tire committee in preparation of their assessment (pp. 27.28).

In step six, the proposal at Gordon College is for the Faculty.

Development Committee 10 aet as a body on all plans subtvitted by
contracting f.1ty. The committee will then make one of the follow-

ing recommendations: (I) approve the entire plan including total

budget request; (2) approve the plan subject to certain contingencies
and/or reductions in requested budget; or (3) not approve the plan'

and return it to the participant for major revision (pp. 28-31).
The final three steps that are being proposed at Gordon College

for implementing this system arc fairly.self-explanatory. Under step
eight the participant would prepare a elf-assessment report for his

or her evaluation cominittee that would contain the following: a

self-assessment of growth and a descriPtion of the evidence used for
the self-assessment. Upon the completion' of step rline, it is hoped

that the' Gordon College Faculty Development pommittee's files

would contain the following items for call participant: (1) a faculty

profile; (2) the 'first draft of the faculty member's Annual Develop-

ment Plan; (3) the Faculty Development Committee's rasponse to the

first draft of the Annual Plan; (4) the final draft af the Annual
Plan; and (5) the Faculty Development Committee action on, the
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final Annual Plan including a copy of the approved budget, the
participant's self-assessment report, and the assessment of the Evalua.
don Committee (pp. 32-34).

It 'has been-recommended that these files should only be accessible
to the participants and the Faeulty Development Cbmmittee. Sec-
ondly, it has been proposed that the pardcipating faculty member
.file any or all of the following documents in his current file in the
office of the Academic Dean: Faculty Profile, Annual Development
Plan, Assessment Report, and Assessment of the Evathation Commit-
tee. If these documents become a part of the faculty member's evalua-
tion for salary_increases, promotion, or tenure, then facu4 develop

nt and faculty evaluation will indeed be linked into one pro--

It is too early to tell whether or not this unique approach to
Iaculty development and evaluation will sUcceed. Nevertheless, this
writer believes that the probability for success is extremely high, pri-
marily because of the program's emOasis on development first and
evaluation second. This particular pioject is to be evaluated internally
through submiSsion of stimmary annual reports and externally, on a
biannual basis, by a committee of outside consultant evaluators.
Sabbatical Leaves of, Absence in the program are to be evaluated
through the supmission, by each participant, o m report of achieve-
ment based upon the statement of objectives submitted in the leave
proposal request. Positive reports from the individuals involved in the
pilot test of this-approach already suggest that the model is likely to

ceive wide acceptance.
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Conclusions

There has been a renel -d interest in faculty development .and
faculty evaluation programs in higher education in recent years. As

result of this -interest, we have seen traditional approaches to
faculty development and faculty evaluation 'being called into ques-
tion. This questioning has resulted in a varietr.of new Liculty de-
vdopment and Liculty evaluation progralus. In the -are;t of faculty
deVelopmenr, many college administrators have established "centers

for the improvement of teathiiir to meet the developmental needs.
of their faculties while in the area of faculty evaluation new comp-
rehensive models are being proposed and tried at all levels. How-
ever, -even with the new attention being given to these two topics,
there remains much to -be learned about faculty development Dnd
faculty cv:duation prognmis in the United States. This paper has
provided a description of the state' of the art in terms of model build-
ing and program implementation. It has also suggested a number of
areas for further research and investigation.

Additional Research Problems and Qne.cLions
To date, very little-has been condUcted in the area of faculty de-

velopment. What research we do- have has focused primarily on the

status of faculty development programs throughout the United States..
This research suggests that there are certain types of faculty de-
velopment centeo and models emerging. These centers and models
have been described as _providing .the following programs: instruc-
tional. development, organizational 'development, faculty or profes-
sional development, personal development, and comprehensive faculty
development. However, much more research will he needed before

we will have a complete picture of the nature and impact of these new.
approaches on faculty and student behavior.

A number of research questions and problems still need 'to be
answered in the area of faculty development. One major problem is
that much of what we have learned about faculty development efforts
in American higher education has been acquired through case studies
written by the directors of the faculty development programs instead

of by the participants in 11,e.e programs. ,Niore objective research,
than this is needed if we arc to acquire an accurate picture of these
programs. Presemly, John Centra of the Educational Testing Service
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(ETS) is completing a national survey of faculty development pro-
gram& This survey should add to our understanding of the manner in
which present faculty development efforts are being organized, con-
ducted, and evaluated in this country. In addition to investigations
such as Centra's, there is a need for research into the many facets
and subcomponents of faculty development. For example, research
studies are needed to determine the most effective methods for evahiat-
ing programs. Presently, it appears that very few faculty develop-
ment progams have implemented sound evaluation procedures.
There is a need for research that will determine the impact that
faculty development programs have had on college faculty members,
students, and-ort institutions in general. With the present shortage
of funds throughout higher education, this type of research is neces-
sary to provide justification for .fuither funding and expansion of
present,development-efforts. Answers are also needed to the followitg
research questions: (1) What impacrhas collective bargaining had on
faculty development programs? (2) How can needs assessment best be
conducted in faculty developmenr programs? (3) What are the most
.iffective faculty development programs in terms 9f changes in stu-
dent and faculty behavior?

In comparison to the area of faculty development, the area of
faculty evaluation has received much more research attention. More
research is, available on the status of faculty evaluation systems
than on the status of faculty development systems. Also, more re-
search has been conducted on the various aspects of faculty evalua-
tion than on the major components of faculty development. Literally
hundreds of studies, for example, have been conducted in the area
of student evaluation alone. Still, many research problems and ques-

. Lions remain in this area. One such problem is related to the de-
_scription of the current status of faculty evaluation programs. We
need desCriptive data from the individuals who have been evaluated,
i.e., the college faculty members th'emselves. Most; if not all, of the
research reviewed in this paper and elsewhere on the status of faculty
evaluation gathered data from college administrators, e.g., college
deans, presidents. More research is needed to determine how college
faculty members view bckth the new as well as the more traditional
systems of faculty evaluation.,Current research shows that administra-
tors arc highly satisfied with present faciulty evaluation systems. Milt
we don't know is the degree of faculty satisfaction with current evalua-
tion systems.

Based on the research reviewed in this report on student, admin-
istrator, colleague, and self-evaluations '"Of college teachers, it would
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appear that a grdat d al more research is needed in these areas,-
especially the last three. It can be safely concluded from the research
that student rating forms have been and can be designed _that are
characterized by high reliability. It can also be said that some majo

'progress has been made in t validation of student rating fa
however, many of he v ation studies reViewed here suggest . that
we still need to validate student ratings in terms of student learning.
Until the validation of student ratings has been established, it woUld
seem appropriate for colleges also to explore the reliability and
validity of other faculty evaluation methods.

Finally,.we.need research on faculty evaluation systems that have
stressed, faculty development over fatuity- evaluation. This type of

research should help us decide whether or not faculty development
and faculty evaluation programs can, as his paper maintains, be
joined together into one program...

A Proposal
This review has led the writer to conclude that American higher

education is still in, the very early stages of developing usileful,-theories

and effective approaches for faculty development and faculty eVaIua-

tion. The conclusion has.also been reached that the facility develop:.
ment and faculty evaluatilln functions of higher .education would'be
more effectively carried out in one program instead of the usual two .

in our institutions of higher learning. It is proposed here that the
"growth contracting.' process offers one of the best models for achiev-
ing in one program the major goal of in9st faculty development and
faculty evaluation programs, i.e., the ithprovement of college teaching.

ci
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